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ABSTRACT
PREVENTING VIOLENCE AMONG ADOLESCENTS:
THE MANY ROLES OF SCHOOL PERSONNEL
By
Andrew J. Rizzo
University of New Hampshire, September, 2021
Youth violence can encompass a range of types of harmful behaviors that each have their
own definitions, high prevalence rates, and litany of negative consequences for both adolescent
victims and perpetrators. It includes behaviors that can be labeled based on the nature of the act
itself such as physical assault, verbal harassment, relational violence, sexual violence, or cyber
violence (Basile et al., 2020; Hasbrouck, 2020). One of the primary avenues of youth violence
prevention is through school-based programs that often involve school personnel (Butchart et al.,
2019). This dissertation contributes to the extant knowledge about school personnel’s impact on
preventing youth violence by understanding their experiences with violence among their students
and their roles in prevention programming.
The first paper is a meta-analysis examining the efficacy of identity-based violence
prevention programs which involve school personnel on behavioral outcomes such as helping,
perpetration, and victimization. This study reviews a wide range of programs to integrate several
types of violence prevention together, and critically finds a lack of significant impacts of
prevention programming on behavioral outcomes across studies on average. However, the metaanalysis identifies several critical gaps in research on prevention programming involving school
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personnel. Recommendations are provided for how researchers can more intentionally involve
and evaluate school personnel’s role in violence prevention programs in the future.
The second paper uses qualitative phenomenological inquiry to explore educator
experiences with youth violence. This study provides a new lens for examining youth violence
through the eyes of adults who are often tasked with addressing it. The timing of Study 2, during
the COVID-19 pandemic, also allowed for exploration of how educator experiences with youth
violence changed during social distancing. Results underscored the critical role of educators
sharing knowledge and forming relationships with students in addressing youth violence.
Taken together, these two studies are an important step toward understanding the many
roles of school personnel in addressing youth violence.

xvi

INTRODUCTION
Adolescents are at an increased risk compared to other age groups for experiencing
interpersonal violence (David-Ferdon et al., 2016). Interpersonal violence is when an individual
uses physical force, power, or the threat of force that has a high likelihood of resulting in injury,
death, psychological harm, or maldevelopment (Rutherford et al., 2007). Sometimes referred to
as youth violence, these experiences can have serious and lasting effects on the physical, mental,
and social health of young people (CDC, 2016). One of the primary avenues through which
prevention efforts attempt to address youth violence is through school-based programs (Butchart
et al., 2019). School personnel such as teachers and coaches have a unique opportunity due to
their connections with students, to be key participants in and providers of youth prevention
programs (Yoon & Bauman, 2014).
Overlapping Definitions of Violence
The broad term of youth violence can encompass a range of types of harmful behaviors
that each have their own definitions, high prevalence rates, and litany of negative consequences
for both adolescent victims and perpetrators. It includes behaviors that can be labeled based on
the nature of the act itself such as physical assault, verbal harassment, relational violence, sexual
violence, or cyber violence (Basile et al., 2020; Hasbrouck, 2020). When these behaviors are
perpetrated against or targeting a person because of their social group, identity, or perceived
identity, they may be further labeled as identity-based violence (Brinkman, 2016); for instance
gender-based violence, homophobic name-calling, or racial slurs. When these behaviors persist
over time they might further be labeled as bullying, stalking, or discrimination (Meyer, 2015).
Scientific literatures investigating the causes and consequences of the varieties of youth violence
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are frequently segregated by these distinct nomenclatures. The resulting scientific landscape is
overlapping silos of knowledge that can sometimes appear to offer contradictory
recommendations about how to best prevent youth violence. In the last decade newer
approaches, for example the web of violence (Hamby & Grych, 2012), have begun the work of
connecting areas of knowledge about violence and violence prevention to address joint risk and
protective factors.
Prevalence of Youth Violence
A violent act can be physical, verbal, relational, sexual, or threatened to be any of these
(David-Ferdon et al., 2016). Most recent estimates of the prevalence of these types of violence
among adolescents are from the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES et al., 2020a).
Physical violence is experienced by about 5% of youth and includes pushing, shoving, or hitting.
Verbal violence is experienced by about 13% of youth and includes insults, demeaning
comments about the person or people close to them, name calling, or spreading rumors.
Relational violence is experienced by about 5% of youth and includes excluding a person from
games or activities, telling others not to be friends with that person, or ending relationships in
order to isolate the person from others. About 4% of youth are threatened with some type of
violence described above. Sexual violence includes behaviors such as sexual assault, rape,
stalking, or unwanted touching.
Bullying
Bullying is often seen as encompassing a variety of behaviors and the term does not
specify any particular acts of violence or particular targets for violence. Rather, bullying is
characterized by an imbalance of power between a target and perpetrator which results in
repeated behaviors and incidents that foster feelings of fear, anxiety, or intimidation in the target
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(Olweus, 1993; Rigby, 2012). The behaviors that result from that general definition could, for
example, be considered gender-based bullying if the power imbalance was generated by societal
gender roles at play between the perpetrator and victim, or race-based bullying if the power
imbalance was based on social discrimination and prejudice. Bullying behaviors can include
physical acts of bullying such as pushing or shoving, verbal acts of bullying such as making
threats or insults, or relational acts of bullying which involve the use of social exclusion in order
to make someone feel unwanted or rejected by their peers. While bullying is not by definition
identity-based, research suggests that bullying victims are often feel targeted based on their
membership in one or more minority or devalued social identity group (Gattamorta et al., 2019;
Guy, 2017; Hong & Espelage, 2012).
In 2017 the United States National Center for Education Statistics (2020a) conducted a
national study of bullying among youth ages 12-18 years old. Around 20% of adolescents in the
United States experience bullying at school; the rate is slightly higher for female students and
slightly lower for male students. Female students were about twice as likely to experience
bullying in the form of rumors spread about them and being excluded from activities on purpose.
Other forms of bullying including being called names or threatened with harm, were experienced
by male and female students at about the same rates. Male students were slightly more likely to
experience physical bullying, such as pushing, shoving, tripping, or being spit on, compared to
female students. Students of two or more races, Black students, and White students experienced
bullying at roughly the same rates (23%), whereas Hispanic students (16%) and Asian students
(7%) reported lower overall rates of bullying. Bullying experiences are more than twice as
frequent among high socioeconomic status adolescents (55% for youth from homes with a
household income of $100,000 or more) than among upper middle, middle, and lower

3

socioeconomic status adolescents (~23%) at school (NCES et al., 2020b). Students with autism
spectrum disorders (ASD) experience general bullying at a rate of nearly one in every two
students (Maïano et al., 2016); half of which takes the form of verbal bullying, followed by
physical and then relational bullying. Taken altogether, prevalence rates seem to suggest that
experiences of bullying are experienced at increased rates by some identity groups more than
others, and sometimes experiences are elevated for youth who hold identities systematically
devalued by U.S. society such as Black youth or youth with disabilities.
Identity-Based Violence
Violence disproportionately effects and impacts adolescents who hold socially
marginalized and systematically devalued identities (Russell et al., 2012). Identity-based
violence describes when violence is perpetrated against a person because of their social group,
identity, or perceived identity; or is perceived by the target as violence directed at them because
of their identity (Brinkman, 2016). These acts are often described as biased-based or hatemotivated violence as well, suggesting they are rooted in the bias of one person toward another
person or group of people (Sugarman et al., 2018). The impacts of identity-based victimization
can differ based on the exact type of violent act and repetitiveness of the victimization, however
as one example a recent review of studies suggested that more frequent experiences of
racial/ethnic discrimination can be linked to more depressive and internalizing symptoms, greater
psychological distress, poorer self-esteem, lower academic achievement and engagement, less
academic motivation, greater engagement in externalizing behaviors, risky sexual behaviors, and
substance use, and more associations with deviant peers (Benner et al., 2018). Research into
identity-based violence tends to be grouped based on the specific identity being studied: e.g.,
gender-based violence (dating violence, sexual violence, sexual harassment, etc.); sexual
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orientation-based violence (homophobia, transphobia, anti-LGBTQ bullying, etc.); race,
ethnicity, religion, and nationality-based violence (racial discrimination, prejudice, hate crimes,
Islamophobia, etc.); or mental health and disability-related violence (ableism, social exclusion,
mental health stigma, etc.).
Gender-Based Violence
The term GBV is an umbrella term used to refer to any act of sexual, physical, or
emotional violence perpetrated on the basis of socially defined gender differences (United
Nations General Assembly, 1993). In their “Doorways” training series of prevention manuals
and materials, the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) defined GBV as “any
act that results in, or is likely to result in, physical, sexual, or psychological harm or suffering
against someone based on gender role expectations and stereotypes” (2009, p. 75).
Gender roles, sometimes called gender norms or gender ideologies, are terms which refer
to a broad set of beliefs widely held by people in a given society that outline what men and
women (i.e. “each gender”) should typically act like and what kinds of behaviors are most likely
to be rewarded or praised as masculine or feminine (Eagly & Wood, 1991). People’s
endorsement of rigid or restrictive gender roles (not only for their own gender role and behavior,
but how others should act based on their perceived gender) is linked to a variety of forms of
interpersonal violence (Blum, 2020). In this way gender-based violence can also be seen in many
instances as dating violence (DV) because it can look like physical violence, sexual violence
(SV), or sexual harassment (Breiding et al., 2015).
Researchers tend to find a link between endorsing rigid and unhealthy gender beliefs such
as these and DV perpetration. A systematic review of studies examining sexism within
heterosexual relationships concluded that violence enacted toward a partner is often motivated by
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perceptions of one (or both) people that gender roles are not being fulfilled (Ramiro-Sánchez et
al., 2018). Youth in same-sex relationships may also engage in DV and suffer greater
consequences from DV because of internalized gender norms and homophobia (Everhart &
Hunnicutt, 2013). A meta-analysis of the relationship of DV in same-sex relationships concluded
that rates of DV were higher when either or both partners reported internalized homophobia
(Badenes-Ribera et al., 2019). “Minority stress” refers to the psychological strain that results
from being a member of a socially stigmatized and marginalized group (V. R. Brooks, 1981).
Same-sex victims of DV may not seek support or help from others due to minority stress; if they
feel their very life and relationship choices are not culturally accepted by those around them
(Balsam & Szymanski, 2005). Transgender youth in relationships especially may face unique
forms of abuse such as partner control of gender identity disclosure, threats to disclose identity to
others, or abusive statements that they are “not a real man/woman” because of their transitioning
status or identity (James et al., 2016). Rates among adolescents of experiencing GBV and DV
vary significantly by gender identity: 26% of girls and 15% of boys first experienced violence
before the age of 18 (Smith et al., 2018). Rates among transgender youth have much less data
collected, but studies suggest more than half (54%) of adolescents who are out or perceived to be
transgender experience abuse from an intimate partner before finishing high school (Dank et al.,
2014; Goldenberg et al., 2018).
Sexual Violence
Gender-based violence also frequently refers to sexual violence (SV) which is a sexual
act committed or attempted by another person without the freely given consent of the victim, or
against someone who is unable to refuse or give consent (Breiding et al., 2015). SV can occur
outside of an intimate relationship as well as within a relationship, between two people who
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know each other or strangers. These acts of violence can be considered gender-based because
gender roles influence how people expect others to behave in a variety of settings, including
sexual behaviors. For example in white heterosexual sexual encounters, traditional social scripts
tend to expect men to be dominant and aggressive while women should be passive, reluctant, and
demure (Keller, 2011; Yamawaki, 2007). Black women alternately are expected to be aggressive
and experienced in the bedroom while still submissive to male desires (Jerald et al., 2017). Even
in same-sex relationships a person’s expression of certain masculine or feminine socially defined
traits can lead to expectations of behavior in a variety of settings that trend toward traditional
gender roles (Doan & Quadlin, 2019). An increased likelihood of perpetrating sexual assault is
strongly linked with several gender role traits, including among boys who believe in male
dominance over women (Moyano et al., 2017; Seabrook et al., 2016), boys who have lower
empathy and emotion toward others (Basile et al., 2018), or boys and girls who endorse a need
for control and power in their sexual encounters with others (Fernández-Fuertes et al., 2018). In
general, studies find that between 20% (Rinehart et al., 2014) and 38.1% (Levine, 2017) of
adolescents experience some form of SV victimization. Rates again vary by gender identity;
Finkelhor and colleagues (2014) found 17.8% of adolescent girls and 3.1% of adolescent boys
experienced sexual assault by a peer, whereas 12% of boys and 5% of girls report perpetrating
SV toward a peer (Clear et al., 2014). 12% of transgender youth in grades K-12 report
experiencing sexual assault by a peer (Grant et al., 2011). For youth who are questioning their
gender identity or transitioning, 12% report experiencing sexual violence while at school (James
et al., 2016). Adolescents who experience SV because of their sexual orientation or gender
identity are also less likely to seek help afterward (Collier et al., 2013).
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Sexual Harassment
Sexual harassment (SH) refers to unwelcome sexual comments, unwelcome touches of a
sexual nature or groping, persistent sexual attention, or sending/leaving messages of the same
(Hill & Kearl, 2011). These SH behaviors can often appear or be rationalized as displays of
sexual attraction, or even called compliments by individuals seeking to minimize the negative
impact SH has on those who are targeted. This is due to how beliefs about gender rationalize and
normalize SH. For example, research shows teen perpetrators of SH tend to hold stronger beliefs
that women are objects for sexual gratification or entertainment (Espelage et al., 2018; Miller,
Culyba, et al., 2020; Rolfe & Schroeder, 2017). Idealized gender roles can also be specific to
one’s race or nationality (Merry, 2011). Gender, because it is socially defined, also then must be
socially expressed again and again by an individual. Boys and young adolescents in particular,
who are seeking to express their manliness but are not yet sexually active or uncomfortable
engaging in sexual situations, may engage in sexual harassment in order to put on display how
well they conform to and embody “culturally exalted” ideas of masculinity (Connell, 2005, p.
77). Studies find that boys who more strongly endorse inequitable gender roles and beliefs are
more likely to perpetrate SH compared to boys who endorse egalitarian gender beliefs (Birkett &
Espelage, 2015; Jewell et al., 2015; Miller, Culyba, et al., 2020). Committing SH is an
opportunity to reclaim or acclaim one’s masculine role in front of others (Fineran & Bolen,
2006).
Sexual harassment is a significant issue among adolescents. Even as movements such as
#MeToo (Gluckman et al., 2017) and the White House Task Force Reports (2014) spread
awareness about sexual assault and rape, harassment is often overlooked or discounted as a less
serious form of aggression. Yet adolescence is a critical time of identity formation and
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exploration with peers (Baird & Fugelsang, 2004) when the deleterious impact of sexual
harassment victimization can be magnified (Gruber & Fineran, 2016). Studies find that about
40% of adolescents have experienced victimization from some sort of sexual harassment (Hill &
Kearl, 2011; Lei et al., 2019).
SGM-Based Violence
Violence can target someone because they fail to conform to gender roles or sex
stereotypes. This includes acts which target a person because of their perceived nonconformance
to gender roles, someone who “either by nature or by choice does not conform to gender-based
expectations of society (e.g. transgender, transsexual, intersex, genderqueer, cross-dresser, etc.),”
(Gender Equity Resource Center, 2020, para. 31). When someone is targeted because of who
they are attracted to or want to engage in romantic or sexual behaviors with that is sexualorientation based violence. These acts often called more specific terms based on the group being
attacked including homophobic harassment or teasing, homonegativity, transphobic
violence/harassment, SOGI (sexual and gender-identity) discrimination/harassment, SGM
(sexual and gender minority) harassment, and anti-LGBTQ violence/harassment.
SGM-related harassment is rooted in community norms and expectations of masculinity
and femininity. Acts of SGM-related harassment may be used by other adolescents to police
those who are perceived as not conforming to social gender roles (Reigeluth & Addis, 2016).
Rates of experiencing verbal and physical harassment are 2.5 times higher for transgender youth
who feel that others can always or usually tell they are transgender (without being told)
compared to youth who feel that others can rarely or never tell they are transgender (James et
al., 2016) suggesting that the visible transgression of nonconformance to proscribed gender
expressions is a reason for the acts of harassment.
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Among adolescents generally, about one-quarter (Rodríguez-Hidalgo & HurtadoMellado, 2019) to one-third (Rinehart & Espelage, 2016) report experiencing some sort of
homophobic victimization regardless of their personally felt gender identity, sexual orientation,
or gender expression. While homophobic victimization is frequently reported by both
heterosexual and LGBTQ students (Patrick et al., 2013), students who are socially perceived to
be nonconforming in some way are even more likely to be victimized (Berlan et al., 2010;
Broussard & Warner, 2019; Klemmer et al., 2019). Estimates regarding perpetration of this kind
of SGM-related harassment vary, with between one-quarter (Banyard et al., 2020) and one third
(Rinehart & Espelage, 2016) of middle school students admitting they have said a homophobic
insult or epithet toward a peer. The specific prevalence of SGM-related harassment can be
difficult to identify completely separately from SH, as several instrument scales of SH include
“homophobic remarks” as an item (Hill & Kearl, 2011). Rates for youth who are out as
transgender or perceived as transgender in K-12 school are even worse: 54% experience verbal
harassment and 24% experience physical harassment specifically because they were transgender
(James et al., 2016). In another study by Mitchell and colleagues (2014), the highest rates of
harassment across sexual orientation were reported by lesbian/queer girls, bisexual girls, and
gay/queer boys; the highest rates across gender identity were reported by transgender youth
(81%).
Race, Ethnicity, Religion, and Nationality-Based Violence
The impact of violence that targets people based on their race, ethnicity, religion, or
nationality are frequently put together because the definitions of these identities tend to overlap
in ways which make disentangling them impossible. In the literature the term “discrimination” is
most often used to describe violence which targets people based on these identities.
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Discrimination includes not only when physical, verbal, relational, sexual, or threatened acts of
violence are targeted toward someone because of their racial/ethnic/national identity, but also
includes experiences of being treated differently and unfairly by peers or by systems because of
their identity (NPR et al., 2018). Just like gender-based violence, these violent behaviors are
rooted in enforcing social norms, expectations and beliefs about the stereotypical roles and ways
that people who look a certain way or belong to certain groups should act and attacking people
when they act differently (Benuto et al., 2020). When these acts of violence at systematic and
built into the structures of society they can invoke further labels such as privilege and
oppression. In an interpersonal violence context, usually violence behaviors based on race,
ethnicity, religion, or nationality are linked to prejudice, a negative belief or set of beliefs about a
person based on their membership in a certain social group. Among adolescents these behaviors
are often described as seemingly non-harmful behaviors such as teasing another student about
their ethnicity, appearance, skin color, or other aspect (Douglass et al., 2016). Although
frequently described by all involved as humorous, these behaviors normalize attending to and
denigrating aspects of racial and ethnicity identity and are linked to negative psychological
outcomes for the target of the teasing (Douglass et al., 2016; Sellers et al., 2006; Wong et al.,
2014). Experiencing race/ethnicity-based violence is linked to greater socioemotional distress,
lower GPA, lower school motivation and engagement, greater substance use, and more frequent
risky sexual behaviors (Benner et al., 2018).
Exact prevalence rates of this type of violence vary based on the identity group in
question. Between 50-75% of Black, Hispanic, and Asian Americans report discriminatory
treatment of some sort as occurring to them from time to time or regularly (R. T. Lee et al.,
2019). Race-specific harassment is reported by about one in seven youth (Russell et al., 2012);
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with about half of US Black and Latinx adolescents experiencing three or more instances of
disrespect, threats of violence, or insults perceived to be about their race or ethnicity every
month (Douds & Hout, 2020). About one-quarter of Native American youth experience peerbased aggression or harassment (Carlyle & Steinman, 2007). Asian American youth tend to
report experiencing peer victimization based on their race 1.5 times more than White or Hispanic
youth (Mouttapa et al., 2004), although some scholars belief that estimates concerning Asian
youth may be more depressed due to perceptions of “model minority” status relative to other
groups (Cooc & Gee, 2014). About one in ten US middle and high school students report peer
harassment based on their religion (Russell et al., 2012). Almost one in two Muslim children and
one in five Jewish child in the US report experiencing peer bullying about their religion in the
past year (Mogahed & Chouhoud, 2017). Collectively, the majority of minority adolescents in
the United States report experiencing discrimination from their peers in some form in the past
year (C. S. Brown et al., 2011).
Disability & Mental Health-Based Violence
Adolescents with disabilities are at particular risk of experiencing peer violence (Liasidou
& Gregoriou, 2019). This type of violence can be verbal violence for example a student with a
disability being teased for an inability to complete tasks, struggling/taking longer to complete
tasks that other students complete, or teasing students because of physical appearance related to a
disability (Peguero & Hong, 2020). Students may also mock or maliciously imitate a student’s
impairment as a form of verbal violence, such as pretending to use sign language or mimicking a
stutter (McNamara, 2013). This violence can often be relational as well, with students
deliberately excluding disabled students by playing games they cannot participate in or going to
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places in the school that are inaccessible to disabled students because of their adaptive equipment
such as a wheelchair (Huckstadt & Shutts, 2014).
These acts of violence which target disability can again be seen as related to social norms
about what is and is not “typical” for adolescents. More so than perhaps the other types of
identity-based violence, disabled youth are often may be targeted because their disability sets
them apart from anyone else. Schools may even unintentionally reinforce the idea that disability
means difference because disabled students may literally need specific accommodations and
different methods of learning and navigating the school environment (Baglieri & Shapiro, 2017).
About one in 20 youth report harassment in the past year based on their disability, mental illness,
or perceived mental health (Russell et al., 2012). Furthermore, disabled youth may be seen as
unable to meet or behave in line with other norms such as femininity or machismo, making it
more likely for them to also experience a disproportionate number of other types of identitybased violence in addition to violence focused on their disability (Maïano et al., 2016).
School Personnel & Youth Violence
Across research on the many definitions of violence, one common theme to emerge in the
literature is the importance of the school environment. Over one-quarter of middle and high
school students in the United States experience some form of interpersonal violence every year
(Basile et al., 2020). Much of that victimization takes place on school grounds or on the way to
or from school (Espelage et al., 2016) or else, if not directly on school property, the perpetrator is
almost always a student known to the victim from school (Hill & Kearl, 2011).
Middle school and high school are critical developmental periods for adolescents. During
this time youth shift from having close relationships with their parents and family to relying
more upon and valuing connection with their peers who they see daily in a school setting
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(Cambron et al., 2019). Much of the socialization experiences during adolescence take place
within school classrooms or at school-organized events; spaces that teachers and other school
staff are responsible for shaping, monitoring, and maintaining (Fredriksen & Rhodes, 2004).
Entry into early adolescents is associated with heightened self-consciousness, instability in one’s
self-image and identity, lower self-esteem, and increased fears that others hold unfavorable
opinions about them (Anderman & Mueller, 2010). Adolescents are experimenting with different
ways of being in their classrooms and in their lives more broadly; this includes trying out new
behaviors such as showing romantic interest in someone, showing dislike for someone, and
noticing group differences that before they may not have considered important (Malti et al.,
2017). This can be a critical time for developmentally informed and appropriate messaging to
target adolescents to preempt negative behaviors before they become a valued part of a youth’s
identity. While a new behavior is still being tested and explored by youth, messaging about the
harm it can cause, the consequences one might experience if caught, or a counter-example of
how respected others would act instead, can work to reduce the likelihood of later externalizing
and violent behaviors among adolescents (Hymel & Espelage, 2018; Malti et al., 2011).
School-based prevention efforts are by far the most popular and frequently utilized
avenue for reaching adolescents with violence prevention messages, workshops, and educational
efforts (Ansary et al., 2015; Beelmann & Heinemann, 2014; Crooks et al., 2019; Grapin et al.,
2019; Palmer & Abbott, 2018). Many of these school-based prevention programs include content
not only for students but also school personnel (van Verseveld et al., 2019). Sometimes programs
even rely on teachers, coaches, or other school staff for program delivery (e.g. Miller et al.,
2013). School personnel, those adults who work with students every day as teachers, coaches,
counselors and more, thus have several avenues through which they can address youth violence.
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School personnel can act as bystanders directly when they witness youth violence, and they can
indirectly influence the school climate relating to youth violence.
School Personnel as Bystanders
School personnel can reduce youth violence directly through bystander intervention when
they see it occur. Bystander intervention (when individuals not directly involved in a situation
act to help the victim) is an approach to reducing many different forms of violence which moves
beyond individuals to engage the entire community (S. McMahon, 2015). School personnel do
have the opportunity to intervene in youth violence; a majority of youth violence takes places in
or to and from school (Espelage et al., 2016) or is perpetrated by a peer known from school (Hill
& Kearl, 2011). Some studies have found that merely increasing the presence of school
personnel in areas of the school known to have increased rates of youth violence leads to a
reduction in reported victimization at that school (Taylor et al., 2013, 2017). School personnel
may also be the first to notice warning signs of youth violence due to their regular daily
interactions with adolescents and their ability to identify changes in behaviors, academic
performance, and peer-to-peer relationships (Arriaga & Foshee, 2004; Eccles & Roeser, 2011).
Bystander intervention also includes how school personnel respond when they are told secondhand or after the fact by students or parents about incidents of youth violence. Technologyfacilitated violence in particular is unlikely to occur in view of a teacher but may be reported
later to them (Tomczyk & Włoch, 2019). Whether a direct witness or informed later, school
personnel can choose to intervene. Yet research suggests that school personnel do not always
respond in ways that stop the harm or support the victim of youth violence (Edwards et al., 2017,
2019; Yoon et al., 2016).
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Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB). To explain this variation in school personnel’s
behavior, the theory of planned behavior (TPB; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980) hypothesizes that any
behavior can be understood as the result of a person’s interacting attitudes, subjective norms, and
perceptions of behavioral control in relation to intentions to act and the ultimate behavior taken
(see Figure 0.1). The TPB model has frequently been applied to bystander intervention in youth
violence and similar situations (Labhardt et al., 2017; O’Brien et al., 2019; RobertsonArmstrong, 2020). An individual’s attitudes consist of their perception of the likely costs to
doing the behavior and also the potential rewards associated with doing the behavior. Subjective
norms encompass perceptions of whether the behavior is what others in the community normally
do or would approve of doing in the situation. And lastly, perceptions of behavioral control
include various beliefs about how likely the behavior is to succeed in the way it is intended.
When school personnel encounter youth violence, these interact with the situation to influence
their intentions to intervene and then ultimately their actual intervention behavior. If any of these
elements is found lacking, the behavior may not occur. One way that prevention programs
impact youth violence is by targeting these three factors among students and school personnel.
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Figure 0.1.
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Attitudes. Attitudes reflect a person’s expectation of costs and rewards that are
associated with engaging in a behavior (Ajzen, 1991). In the case of youth violence, this could
include the risks of perpetrating violence or consequences of victimization for students, or the
potential benefits of intervening to help someone for students and school personnel. Discussion
of attitudes is a fairly ubiquitous aspect of most violence prevention programs. It occurs in nearly
all youth violence prevention programs so far evaluated in scholarly literature (De La Rue et al.,
2017; Kettrey & Marx, 2020; Kovalenko et al., 2020), in most race and ethnicity-related violence
prevention programs (Beelmann & Heinemann, 2014; Grapin et al., 2019), and in some
disability-related stigma prevention programs, although there are far fewer of these programs
compared to other types of identity-related prevention programs (Griffiths et al., 2014).
Programs focusing on perpetration/victimization attitudes may include content on the serious and
detrimental impact of experiencing violence, or the criminal punishments for different violence
behaviors (Miller, Jones, et al., 2020). Alternately, programs focusing on bystander intervention
may include content on how to intervene in safe ways that minimize personal risk, or provide
examples of bystanders being praised for their actions afterward (Jouriles et al., 2016).
Large-scale quantitative studies of school personnel’s attitudes on the costs/rewards
linked to bystander intervention have not been conducted, but qualitative studies are illuminating
about the likely attitudes school personnel hold. Some school personnel do not intervene because
they feel their actions would be futile or ineffective in reducing the long-term problem (S. M.
Brooks, 2018; Charmaraman et al., 2013; Horowitz & Itzkowitz, 2011). School personnel also
hesitate to intervene in situations where they do not know the student (S. M. Brooks, 2018;
Edwards et al., 2017) explaining that they are concerned about backlash if they have
misinterpreted the events. Other school personnel feel that policing this kind of student behavior
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is not their responsibility at all (Charmaraman et al., 2013; Edwards et al., 2017; Hertzog et al.,
2016; Horowitz & Itzkowitz, 2011).
Norms. Normative beliefs reflect a person’s judgment about whether a behavior is
commonly accepted and practiced within their community, or in this case, their school (Chung &
Rimal, 2016). Normative influence can be from two sources: descriptive beliefs which reflect
whether a person believes most people in their school do (or do not do) the behavior; and
injunctive beliefs which reflect whether a person believes most people in their school would
approve (or disapprove) of the behavior (Rimal & Lapinski, 2015). These two sides of normative
belief encompass not only what students and school personnel might see happen during school,
but also what they hear other students and school personnel say they would do in a situation or
situations they hear about second-hand. Generally people are more likely to act in a way that
conforms to their normative beliefs rather than act differently (Perkins, 2014). This makes
normative beliefs another frequent for prevention programs. Programs tend to do this by
challenging a current norm or correcting inaccurate normative perceptions (Berkowitz, 2010).
For example, extended contact interventions addressing interracial (or other types of) prejudice
can target normative beliefs about how other social identity groups act by replacing a person’s
assumed stereotypes about people of another race (with whom they have had no or minimal
interaction) with direct experiences and opportunities to talk, form relationships, and learn from
each other (Zhou et al., 2019). The educational workshop Fourth R (Wolfe et al., 2009) addresses
GBV-related normative beliefs, specifically dating and sexual violence, by including content on
what people often feel and think in relationships in order to correct false beliefs about the
acceptable use of violence before such beliefs escalate into violent action. The program Green
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Dot High School (Coker et al., 2018) addresses normative beliefs correcting helping-related
beliefs such as that violence is inevitable and a single person can’t do anything to change that.
Studies on the role of subjective norms among school personnel intervention are
equivocal. In bullying situations for instance, teachers are more likely to intervene when they felt
other school personnel would support their actions (Migliaccio, 2015). Regarding GBV
situations, Edwards and colleagues (2019) reported that teachers were more likely to intervene to
help students when they felt their school supported GBV-related prevention efforts. Yet Greytak
and Kosciw (2014) reported that teachers were no more or less likely to intervene in bullying
based on their perception of school norms around safety and sense of obligation to students.
Similarly, Russell and colleagues (2016) reported staff perceptions of the frequency of SGMbullying at school were unrelated to the presence of an anti-bullying campaign nor the
extensiveness of school policies specifically about bullying.
Control. Perceptions of control or skill reflect a person’s feeling about how successfully
they can perform a behavior (Ajzen, 1991). This can include a person’s self-efficacy, or
confidence that they can perform a task successfully (Bandura, 1997). Prevention programs
which focus on bystander intervention frequently address participants’ self-efficacy and
perceived control over performing interventions in difficult or risky situations as a means of
preventing youth violence. Race- and ethnicity- based violence prevention programs, imagined
contact interventions are often focused more on this outcome than changing attitudes or norms
(Miles & Crisp, 2014). The goal of imagined contact interventions is to mentally simulate
interacting with people different from oneself as a means of reducing outgroup anxiety, planning
how to behave, and thinking about how certain behaviors might be poorly received or offensive
(Crisp & Turner, 2009).
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For other types of identity-based violence where perpetration behaviors may be more
concrete and less systemic, prevention programs try to address perceptions of control for
performing behaviors which are non-violent in order to replace participants’ existing violent
behaviors or reactions to situations. For example, the student workshop Connections (Gardner,
2001) includes teaching student participants relationship communication skills and how to
resolve conflicts nonviolently. Alternatively consider the vicarious contact story-telling approach
studied by Cocco and colleagues (2020), which described and discussed the impact of social
exclusion when students are playing games as a means of changing behaviors to reduce stigma
toward disabled children (i.e. teach students how to adapt common recess games to be inclusive
of disabled peers). Rather than trying to decrease perceived control for perpetrating violence or
acting negatively toward a group, Cocco and colleagues (2020) sought to increase perceived
control over one’s behavior to interact positively with another person or outgroup. These types of
programs provide opportunities to practice those new behaviors rather than simply chastise youth
for the aggressive strategies they have used in the past (Brush & Miller, 2019).
Programs might also address perceived control by improving skills for recognizing youth
violence. A GBV-related prevention program might involve intervention skill-building activities
such as brainstorming ways to help and discussing scenarios based on the lived experiences of
participants in order to practice intervention, such as in Mentors in Violence Prevention (Katz,
2018). For race or ethnicity-related prevention programs, this might include discussing examples
of daily microaggressions experienced by Black adolescents to increase participants skills at
recognizing these types of violent behaviors and practicing how to confront them effectively
(Bezrukova et al., 2016). Self-defense programs might also be considered prevention programs
which address perceived control, especially for dating violence and sexual violence, though these
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usually target college-aged participants, not younger adolescents (Hollander & Cunningham,
2020). Such programs are mostly discussed as risk reduction to avoid contributing to a
perception that potential victims can prevent violence (Holtzman & Menning, 2019). These
programs include skills training that seeks to reduce victimization by empowering potential
victims to avert the violence in the moment (Hollander, 2018).
Studies which examine school personnel’s perceptions of behavioral control tend to find
consistent if small effects on intervention behavior. Regarding bullying situations, several studies
have found teachers are more likely to intervene when they perceive themselves as capable of
successfully handling the situation (Dedousis-Wallace et al., 2014; Yoon et al., 2016). Teachers
who perceive fewer barriers to intervention (Edwards et al., 2019) or report greater self-efficacy
to intervene in a way that helps students (Edwards et al., 2019; Greytak & Kosciw, 2014) are
more likely to act when they witness GBV. Bystander intervention or intention to intervene is
also associated with having prior training on gender-related topics (Edwards et al., 2019) or prior
training on how to intervene in SGM-related issues (Greytak & Kosciw, 2014; Swanson &
Gettinger, 2016), suggesting that knowing concrete methods for helping ahead of time is
important for intervention. Indeed, through interviews and focus groups studies have found that
school personnel mostly feel unprepared to respond to bullying and different types of specific
violence due to a lack of training (Anagnostopoulos et al., 2009; Charmaraman et al., 2013;
Edwards et al., 2017; Hertzog et al., 2016; Horowitz & Itzkowitz, 2011; Rosen et al., 2017).
Especially when surveyed on issues relating to online bullying, teachers almost always indicate a
lack of guidance and training on how to handle such situations (Eden et al., 2013; Purdy &
Guckin, 2015; Ryan et al., 2011; Yilmaz, 2010). Whether school personnel respond (or fail to do
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so) when confronted with youth violence may also have consequences beyond that specific
situation; there may also be an indirect effect on the intentions and decisions of their students.
School Personnel as Influencers of Student Behaviors
The second way that school personnel may reduce youth violence is that their behaviors
may indirectly influence the actions of their students (Noddings, 2005; Wentzel, 2003). This
indirect influence can be both positive and negative, depending on the behavior and subsequent
responses by school personnel to students imitating their behavior. This influence on student
behavior can be thought of again using TPB to understand how actions by school personnel can
impact students’ attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control relating to youth
violence. School personnel may act as models, transmitting their own attitudes, norms, and
perceptions to students who then imitate those modeled elements when interacting with their
peers.
Social Learning Theory (SLT). Social learning theory (SLT) emphasizes the process
through which individuals learn new behaviors by observing other people whom they believe are
credible, knowledgeable, and familiar (Akers & Jennings, 2016; Bandura, 1977). Furthermore,
behavior is shaped not only by direct observation of another modeling the action but can also be
increased when individuals learn what rewards or punishments tend to follow a certain behavior
(Farmer et al., 2011). A general SLT hypothesis of the likelihood of a behavior states that an
observed behavior that is reinforced with greater rewards and fewer punishments is more likely
to be enacted than behaviors that have not been observed, behaviors that have only been
punished, or similar behaviors that received fewer rewards. Student relationships with the
teachers, coaches, and other staff during middle school and high school are some of the most
influential relationships for youth as this is a time of significant developmental change and
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growth (Ellerbrock et al., 2015; J. Wilkins, 2014). Additionally, school personnel also wield
significant powers to reward and punish behavior at school (Valdebenito et al., 2018). Through
these mechanisms school personnel’s behavior in relation to youth violence can indirectly
influence how students act (see Figure 0.2).
Figure 0.2.
Student Behaviors predicted by SLT & TPB
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Teacher behavior can influence how students think about the positive and negative
consequences that might come from intervening in a situation where a peer is being bullied or
otherwise harmed. Some teens report being more likely to intervene if a teacher is present
because they feel safer doing so (Storer et al., 2017). Yet when teachers remain passive in
response to bullying in their classroom, students report feeling unsafe themselves and less
willing to help each other in the future (Gini et al., 2008). In another study, one student reported
hesitation to intervene because “the teacher would stop [students] from flipping out [at an
offensive comment]” (Brinkman & Manning, 2016, p. 230). This sentiment implies some
students might fear punishment when they intervene to help a student.
The behaviors of trusted adults can act as a decisional shortcut or cue for adolescents,
especially when teens are confronted with a novel, new, or stressful situation, the observed
behavior is a quick solution based on knowledge of what has been tried by others (Cialdini,
2008; Reno et al., 1993). This positions school personnel to play a central role in establishing
and maintaining the social norms at school (Reinke & Herman, 2002). School personnel are
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situated as influential models for responding to teen violence more so than adolescents’ other key
relationships such as their peers or parental/family relationships (Yoon & Bauman, 2014).
Several studies have linked student bystander intentions (Storer et al., 2017; Wernick et al.,
2014) and behavior (Casey et al., 2017; DeOrnellas & Spurgin, 2017; Wernick et al., 2013) to
their perceptions of how much their teachers and other school personnel tolerate youth violence.
A lack of clear policy or inconsistent policy enforcement related to youth violence can lead to
teens being reluctant to intervene (Gonzalez‐Guarda et al., 2014; Storer et al., 2017).
When teachers intervene to prevent youth violence (or refrain from doing so), they are
modeling for their students how to handle that kind of situation (Yoon & Bauman, 2014).
Students who witness school personnel take action are more likely to act themselves (Storer et
al., 2017; Wernick et al., 2013, 2014). When teachers make it clear that they do not tolerate
youth violence in their classroom, students may also see them as a viable option for seeking help
after experiencing violence themselves (Brinkman & Manning, 2016; Strom et al., 2013). If
students have previously seen a teacher intervene to stop the bullying of other students they are
more likely to defend bullied students when teachers are not present (Hektner & Swenson, 2012).
Teachers can also be models of bad or unhelpful behavior. Adolescents are reluctant to intervene
sometimes because they have seen teachers respond poorly to similar situations and feel they
would not be able to do any better (Storer et al., 2017). School personnel intervention may even
ironically act as a barrier for increasing student action. Students may observe teacher action and
think they are supposed to “let the teacher handle it,” (Brinkman & Manning, 2016, p. 230)
rather than do something themselves.
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The Present Dissertation
This dissertation examines the roles of school personnel in addressing youth violence.
Youth violence can be defined and described in many ways, yet across all these different
conceptualizations the importance of school emerges. School personnel may play an important
role in directly reducing youth violence through bystander intervention. Likelihood of bystander
intervention is predicted by the theory of planned behavior through the attitudes, norms, and
behaviors of school personnel. Additionally, school personnel can also indirectly influence
students through social learning theory by acting as positive role models. Through modeling
positive attitudes, norms, and behaviors for students, they can promote students’ nonviolent
behaviors, supporting peers when they are victimized, or intervening when they see a peer being
harmed.
The first paper provides a look at what scholars currently know regarding identity-based
violence prevention programs which involve school personnel and student behavioral outcomes.
This meta-analysis examines the efficacy of identity-based violence prevention programs which
involve school personnel at increasing student and school personnel helping
behaviors/intentions, decreasing student perpetration behaviors/intentions, and decreasing
student victimization experiences. It also examines program characteristics including sample
demographics, type of school personnel involvement, and program content as potential
moderators of program effects.
The second paper brings the voices of educators directly into the research literature to
help guide violence prevention efforts to best involve and support educators as the front-line
responders to many different types of youth violence. This qualitative phenomenological study
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explores both educators’ experiences with youth violence and how those experiences changed
during social distancing due to the COVID-19 pandemic.
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CHAPTER I:
PAPER 1: THE IMPACT OF IDENTITY-BASED VIOLENCE PREVENTION
PROGRAMS INVOLVING SCHOOL PERSONNEL: A META-ANALYSIS
Paper 1 Abstract
Objectives. This meta-analysis examines the efficacy of identity-based violence
prevention programs which involve school personnel at increasing student and school personnel
helping behaviors/intentions, decreasing student perpetration behaviors/intentions, and
decreasing student victimization experiences. It also examines program characteristics including
sample demographics, type of school personnel involvement, and program content as potential
moderators of program effects.
Methods. A systematic search of eight databases identified 81,893 records which yielded
41 studies that contributed 564 effect sizes across the five student behavioral outcomes; no
eligible studies examined school personnel helping behavior or intentions. Studies included
violence prevention programs universally delivered in a high school or younger school setting,
that focused on an identity-based form of violence (gender, race, sexual orientation, disability)
and involved school personnel as program deliverers or participants.
Results. Robust variance estimation random-effects meta-analysis models revealed no
significant effects of programs with school personnel involved on student helping
behaviors/intentions, student perpetration behaviors/intentions, or student victimization
experiences. Moderator analyses for perpetration behaviors and victimization experiences
revealed no significant program effect influences from sample demographics, type of school
personnel involvement, or other program characteristics.
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Conclusions. Although many studies exist which examine prevention programs that
involve school personnel, a great deal of variety in study design, metrics, and available program
descriptions limits cross-program comparisons. Trends suggest school personnel may have
positive impacts, but more rigorously designed studies are needed to confirm this for identitybased violence prevention generally and for different types of violence individually.
Keywords. Identity, Violence Prevention, Bystander, Meta-analysis, School personnel
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Paper 1 Introduction
Identity-based acts of violence target an individual based on their actual or perceived
social identities (Brinkman, 2016; Meyer, 2015; Tippett et al., 2010). This can include social
identities such as gender, sexual orientation, race, nationality, religion, disability, and mental
health as well as the intersection of these identities. Adolescents are especially vulnerable and
impacted by this type of violence (Lanier et al., 2017; Tahseen et al., 2018; Tippett et al., 2010).
For example, experiences of racial discrimination within school settings are associated with
increased depressive symptoms for minority children in the United States (Tummala-Narra &
Claudius, 2013) and experiencing gender-based harassment is linked with higher rates of suicidal
thoughts, substance use, and feeling unsafe at school (Chiodo et al., 2009).
Efforts to prevent identity-based violence among youth are typically delivered in a school
setting (Beelmann & Lutterbach, 2020; Benuto et al., 2020; Crooks et al., 2019; Meyer, 2015).
Although many of these programs do routinely show success in changing attitudes and beliefs
associated with identity-based violence, their impact on behavioral outcomes is comparatively
less consistent, less stable over time, and smaller (Beelmann & Lutterbach, 2020; De La Rue et
al., 2017; DeGue et al., 2014; Earnshaw et al., 2018). To explain these limitations and improve
prevention efforts experts have called for strategies to consider risk and protective factors
beyond the individual-level (DeGue et al., 2012; S. D. McMahon, 2018). One promising
approach is to involve school personnel in prevention programs – those adults working as
teachers, coaches, counselors, etc. with students at school (DeOrnellas & Spurgin, 2017). School
personnel are ideally situated to intervene when they see youth violence at school (Yoon &
Bauman, 2014) and youth typically look to school personnel for information and knowledge on
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how to behave (Hendrickx et al., 2016). While many prevention programs currently in use do
involve school personnel, there has been no systematic evaluation of the ways school personnel
can be involved and the impact school personnel have on program success.
Preventing Identity-Based Violence
The social identities most researched in relation to violence are gender-based violence
(dating violence, sexual violence, sexual harassment, etc.); sexual orientation-based violence
(homophobia, transphobia, anti-LGBTQ bullying, etc.); race, ethnicity, religion, and nationalitybased violence (racial discrimination, prejudice, hate crimes, Islamophobia, etc.); and disabilityrelated violence (ableism, social exclusion, mental health stigma, etc.). The existing research
literature already contains rigorous discussions of the effectiveness of violence prevention
programs for each of these individual types of identity-based violence. Table 1 provides a list of
the most recent systematic reviews and meta-analyses of prevention program effects for several
of these separate types of identity-based violence.
Violence prevention programs, including many reviewed in the articles listed in Table 1,
often use the theory of planned behavior (TPB; Ajzen, 1991) as a guide for reducing violence
through educational campaigns and workshops. This theory asserts that the likelihood of any
behavior is based on a person’s attitudes, social norms, and perceived control related to that
behavior (Ajzen, 1991). An individual’s attitudes consist of their perception of the costs to doing
the behavior and the potential rewards associated with doing the behavior. Social norms
encompass perceptions of whether the behavior is what others in the community normally do or
would approve of doing. Perceptions of behavioral control include various beliefs about how
likely the behavior is to succeed in the way it is intended, sometimes measured as confidence,
comfort, or self-efficacy in the literature. The TPB can be applied to programs that involve
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school personnel in reaching students in order to reduce violence perpetration, reduce
victimization experiences, or to increase bystander behavior. Additionally, TPB can be applied to
programs that are directed at school personnel to increase their bystander behavior.
Table 1.1.

Prior systematic reviews and meta-analyses of specific types of identity-based violence
prevention programs and interventions
Identity
Gender

Title
Preventing gender-based violence among adolescents and young
adults: Lessons from 25 years of program development and
evaluation

Authors, Year
Crooks C. V. et al.,
2019

Sexual Orientation

Systematic Review of Studies Measuring the Impact of
Educational Programs against Homophobia, Transphobia and
Queerophobia in Secondary Schools of North America, Western
Europe and Australia

Cruz, 2015

Race, Ethnicity

School-Based Interventions for Reducing Youths’ Racial and
Ethnic Prejudice

Grapin et al., 2019

Nationality,
Religion
Disability

Preventing Prejudice and Promoting Intergroup Relations

Beelmann &
Lutterbach, 2020
Salinger, 2020

Mental Health

Evidence for effective interventions to reduce mental-healthrelated stigma and discrimination

Empirically Based Practices to Address Disability Stigma in the
Classroom

Thornicroft et al., 2016

Attitudes
Discussion of attitudes related to violence is a fairly ubiquitous aspect of most identitybased prevention programs. It occurs in nearly all dating and sexual violence-related prevention
programs so far evaluated in scholarly literature (De La Rue et al., 2017; Kettrey & Marx, 2020;
Kovalenko et al., 2020), in most race and ethnicity-related violence prevention programs
(Beelmann & Heinemann, 2014; Grapin et al., 2019), and in some disability and mental-healthrelated stigma prevention programs evaluated in the literature, although there are far fewer of
these programs compared to other types of identity-related prevention programs (Griffiths et al.,
2014). The exact content discussed may look different based on the type of identity-based
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violence addressed. For example, a gender-based violence prevention program might emphasize
the benefits of intervening to help someone (Crooks et al., 2019). Alternatively, a program
focusing on reducing racial or ethnic discrimination might educate participants about how much
it hurts to be the target of a racial slur (Beelmann & Heinemann, 2014; Gaertner & Dovidio,
2011).
Norms
When programs address social norms related to violence they tend to do so by
challenging a current norm widely held in that community or correcting specific misperceived or
inaccurate normative perceptions people often endorse (Berkowitz, 2010). Past meta-analyses of
prevention programs have found content relating to norms and stereotypes in about a third of
dating violence prevention programs (C. Lee & Wong, 2020) and most race- and ethnicityrelated (Beelmann & Heinemann, 2014; Grapin et al., 2019). While several other meta-syntheses
comment on the importance of social norms (e.g., De La Rue et al., 2017; Griffiths et al., 2014;
Kovalenko et al., 2020) their presence in included programs was not coded. The type of norms
addressed by a program is specific to the groups or identities being discussed. For example,
extended contact interventions addressing interracial prejudice try to replace normative beliefs
and assumptions about people of another race (which are based on no or minimal interaction)
with direct experiences and opportunities to talk, form relationships, and learn from each other
(Zhou et al., 2019). Alternately, the educational workshop Fourth R (Wolfe et al., 2009)
addresses GBV-related unhealthy social norms with content on what people often feel and think
in relationships in order to correct false beliefs about the acceptable use of violence. The
program Green Dot High School (Coker et al., 2018) targets normative beliefs to increase
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bystander intervention by correcting helping-related beliefs such as that violence is inevitable
and a single person’s one action will do nothing to change that.
Skills
Interventions targeting perceived behavioral control are most clearly seen in programs
that talk about giving participants skills for specific situations. Bystander programs target
participant’s ability to perform an intervention and improve that skill as a mechanism to increase
the likelihood of intervention in risky situations in the future (Kettrey & Marx, 2020; Polanin et
al., 2012; van Verseveld et al., 2019). For example, GBV-related programs might involve
intervention skill-building activities such as brainstorming ways to help depending on the
situation, such as in the Mentors in Violence Prevention (Katz, 2018) program. Other programs,
like the student workshop Connections (Gardner, 2001), target perpetration behaviors by
teaching participants relationship communication skills and how to resolve conflicts
nonviolently. For race or ethnicity-related prevention programs, skills-based content is in only
about a third of programs (Beelmann & Heinemann, 2014). It might include discussing examples
of daily microaggressions experienced by Black adolescents to increase participants skills at
recognizing these types of violent behaviors and practicing how to confront them effectively
(Bezrukova et al., 2016).
Programs can and frequently do include content to address all three of these areas to
maximize the likelihood of changing participants’ behavior through attitudes, norms, and skills.
For example, the gender-based violence prevention program Gender Equity Movement in
Schools (Achyut et al., 2011) includes content to change attitudes about the acceptable use of
violence in a relationship, correct misogynistic gender norms, and improve skills at using
nonviolent responses to resolve conflict, all of which have been associated with reduced violence
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perpetration. Alternatively, a program focusing on reducing racial or ethnic discrimination such
as Play2Talk (Benatov et al., 2021) educates participants about how much it hurts to be the target
of a racial slur, helps students find commonalities to correct stereotypes about racial outgroups,
and includes interacting virtually and then in person with students different from oneself.
Program Outcomes
Given that programs frequently target attitudes and norms as a means of ultimately
changing later behavior, outcomes measures tend to focus on attitudes and norms more with
fewer program evaluations measuring violence perpetration frequency, experiences of
victimization, or bystander behavior. This is seen across the various types of identity-based
violence research. Only six of thirteen studies in a recent meta-analysis on the impact of school
programs on teacher’s bystander behavior measured actual intervention behavior change whereas
all measured attitudes or knowledge change (van Verseveld et al., 2019). A meta-analysis of
bystander programs’ impact on students found only four of twelve studies included used a
behavioral measure whereas the rest used intentions or willingness to intervene as outcome
measures (Polanin et al., 2012). In a meta-analysis of 81 evaluations of intergroup prejudice
reduction programs that covered race, ethnicity, and disability-related violence, only 43 included
behavioral outcomes yet all included cognitive attitudinal outcomes (Beelmann & Heinemann,
2014). A recent meta-analysis of dating violence prevention programs found only 18 of 38
studies included measured a behavioral outcome of victimization, perpetration, or bystander
intervention (C. Lee & Wong, 2020). In summary, less than half of the identity-based prevention
efforts evaluated in the literature measure behavior as a program outcome.
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School Personnel Involvement
School personnel could be involved in prevention programs in several ways which might
improve program effectiveness. First, providing content specifically for school personnel
(compared to content made specifically for students) can impact school personnel’s likelihood of
intervening as a bystander when they see identity-based violence among students (van Verseveld
et al., 2019). Second, school personnel participating alongside students or delivering the program
themselves may enhance student outcomes for bystander intervention, victimization experiences,
and perpetration through role modeling and endorsing of attitudes, norms, and skills (Ansary et
al., 2015; Edwards et al., 2020).
School Personnel Program Components
Programs which include content specifically for school personnel can activate them as
bystanders to take action when violence occurs among their students. Most school-based
prevention programs, particularly those which focus on bystander action, attempt to change
behavior in their attendees directly by demonstrating new ways to act and indirectly by changing
attendees’ beliefs to support intervention and see violence as preventable and/or unacceptable
(Mujal et al., 2019; Ozaki & Brandon, 2020). Verseveld and colleagues (2019) examined teacher
intervention in bullying situations in relation to a number of program content characteristics
using a TPB framework to organize their coding. Unfortunately, they were not able to examine
the independent contributions of each aspect of TPB (i.e., attitudes, norms, and control) due to
finding too few studies and encountering measurement heterogeneity across the studies
identified. Anecdotally, programs that addressed more than one aspect of TPB produced greater
effect sizes (van Verseveld et al., 2019).
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School Personnel Involvement in Student Program Components
There are several pathways through the TPB to suggest why school personnel
participating alongside students or delivering the program may improve effectiveness. First,
while each school staff member has specific responsibilities like teaching or counseling, all of
them are agents of discipline and rule enforcement within the school context (Gregory et al.,
2010). School personnel are responsible for administering the consequences when a student
violates the code of conduct; and they are responsible for praising the student who reports the
violation. Much of the socialization experiences during adolescence take place within school
classrooms or at school-organized events; spaces that teachers and other school staff are
responsible for shaping, monitoring, and maintaining (Fredriksen & Rhodes, 2004). If a
prevention program seeks to change some aspect of the school environment, having school
personnel visibly on board with changing something (e.g., norms about violence or helping)
reduces potential barriers.
Second, student-to-teacher interactions can reinforce behavior in ways that student-tostudent interactions may not. Descriptive norms, or what we see other people normally do in a
certain circumstance, tend to be influenced inordinately by important others who have stronger
relationships with the individual in question (Casey et al., 2017). These norms can act as a
decision shortcut or cue, quickly suggesting a solution based on knowledge of what has been
tried by others (Cialdini, 2008; Reno et al., 1993). Students may use the behavior of teachers or
other school personnel when confronted with a new situation more readily than the observed
behavior of others.
Finally, student-teacher relationships during middle and high school are one of the most
influential relationships for youth because they not only impact students’ academic achievement
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and educational experience but they occur during a period of significant developmental change
and growth (Ellerbrock et al., 2015; J. Wilkins, 2014). Teachers may be seen by their students
(especially younger ones) as an authority figure at school akin to the authority figure of a parent
at home (Charalampous et al., 2019). Thus, teachers would be someone who can be trusted and
relied upon as a secure base from which exploration and novel experiences can be undertaken
and processed safely. Students with at least one positive relationship with a teacher are more
resilient to some forms of identity-based bullying and stigma from their peers (Price et al., 2019).
On the other hand, students in that same study with no positive student-teacher relationships
were at greater risk for severe identity-based bullying and poorer mental health. Considering
bystander actions, middle and high school students who perceive school staff as supportive and
sensitive of their needs are more likely to engage in prosocial behaviors and less likely to
misbehave (Gest & Rodkin, 2011; van der Zanden et al., 2015).
Only one study to date has examined whether school personnel participating alongside
their students in a prevention program is beneficial or not. Edwards and colleagues (2020) found
a positive effect on school personnel just from sitting in the room while students (who were the
target audience) got the program. More frequently than co-participation in the student program,
school personnel are used to deliver the student program components. Some programs use
teachers for some of the program delivery, for example in Benzies & Batchies (de Lijster et al.,
2016) students’ own teachers provided the introductory and closing lessons while external
facilitators taught the other more specialized content program lessons. Other programs like
Coaching Boys Into Men (Jaime et al., 2018) or Project Respect (Meiksin et al., 2020) are
entirely dependent on school staff to deliver the student components.
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Existing evidence on the impact of school personnel as program deliverers is promising
but equivocal. A meta-analysis of DV prevention programs found teacher delivery had no
moderating impact on perpetration or victimization rates (De La Rue et al., 2017). Yet a metaanalysis on student anti-bullying bystander intervention programs found that teacher delivered
programs on average had a greater effect on student bystander behaviors (Polanin et al., 2012).
Beelmann and Heinemann’s (2014) meta-analysis of intergroup prejudice reduction programs
found that teacher-facilitated programs showed a small positive pooled effect (d = 0.30) whereas
pooled effects from programs delivered by others (the researchers, a third party, etc.) did not
differ significantly from zero. From a qualitative systematic review perspective, several scholars
have noted that programs which utilize teacher or coach facilitation tend to report greater
program impacts for students (for example, see Gavine et al., 2016; or Ttofi & Farrington, 2011).
Taken together, the examination of the role of school personnel to date provides suggestive
evidence but little guidance. Clarifying this role is a critical area this study will address.
Whole School Program Component
If a program involves social marketing or passive poster campaigns put up around the
whole school campus, such as Know Your Power (Potter, 2012), this might also provide
opportunity for school personnel to benefit themselves or influence how students engage with the
material, for example discussing something seen on a poster. Programs may also include
multiple touch-points for school personnel: the comprehensive program Shifting Boundaries
includes both a short educational session for school staff and school-wide events that staff may
or may not attend (Taylor et al., 2013). This has not been often examined in the literature. A
large-scale evaluation of the Bringing in the Bystander – High School Curriculum attempted to
assess exposure to some of these aspects among school personnel at the intervention schools
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(Edwards et al., 2020). The authors found about half of school personnel at the intervention
schools saw none of the intervention components, a third remembered attending a workshop for
school personnel, and less than 5% remembered passive components such as a handout with
useful information. School-wide events can be an opportunity not just for school personnel to see
material about violence prevention. They can also be an intersecting point between school
personnel and their students to discuss the program content, share ideas, and reinforce messages.
The existing research into how these different types of involvement impact prevention
programs is too limited at present to discern if one type of involvement is better, worse, or even
objectively different from another type of school personnel involvement. This study will help
illuminate whether different types of school personnel involvement moderate program outcomes.
Current Study
The purpose of the current study is to assess the effectiveness of identity-based violence
prevention programs which involve school personnel to impact five behavioral outcomes for
students (helping behaviors and intentions, perpetration behaviors and intentions, and
victimization experiences) as well as two behavioral outcomes for school personnel themselves
(helping behaviors and intentions). The moderating influence of various types of school
personnel involvement and program characteristics on those seven outcomes will also be
evaluated. This study contributes in several ways to the growing literature on school
programming and adolescent violence. First, no prior meta-analyses have utilized a broad
criterion for including and comparing the effects of school-based violence prevention programs
across several domains of identity-based violence. Second, this study will look at what type of
school personnel involvement is most influential. Third, this study will update findings from
prior research which examined individual types of identity-based violence while also identifying
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themes across multiple types of identity-based violence. These gaps in the literature will utilize a
series of quantitative meta-analyses to address the following research questions:
RQ1: Do prevention programs which involve school personnel effectively:
(Outcome 1) Increase student helping behaviors,
(Outcome 2) Increase student helping intentions,
(Outcome 3) Decrease student perpetration behaviors,
(Outcome 4) Decrease student perpetration intentions,
(Outcome 5) Decrease student victimization experiences,
(Outcome 6) Increase school personnel helping behaviors, and
(Outcome 7) Increase school personnel helping intentions?
RQ2: Are there these program outcomes moderated by the type of violence, sample
characteristics, or program characteristics (including types of school personnel involvement)?
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Paper 1 Methods
Search Strategy
The strategies outlined in this section were designed in consultation with the University
of New Hampshire (UNH) Health and Human Services Librarian and Psychology Department
liaison and input from committee members. Through discussion of the research questions and
examination of sentinel studies, we developed a set of search strategies to identify studies which
examine the effectiveness of school-based prevention programs that involve school personnel
aimed at reducing identity-based violence.
First, relevant databases were searched for peer-reviewed and grey literature (master’s
theses, doctoral dissertations, and technical reports). The databases searched were EBSCO
Cumulative Index to Nursing & Allied Health Literature (CINAHL), EBSCO Education
Research Information Center (ERIC), EBSCO PsycInfo, EBSCO Violence & Abuse Abstracts,
EBSCO Social Work Abstracts, Proquest Theses & Dissertations, Proquest Sociological
Abstracts, PubMed, and the What Works Clearinghouse. Database searches were conducted in
October 2020. Searches were done without date restrictions. Keywords relating to four
components were identified: program evaluation, violence type, program focus, and study
setting. Search queries looked for all possible combinations of any one keyword from each
component. A list of the keywords by subject area is in Table 1.2 and heading terms used is
located in Appendix 1A.

42

Table 1.2.
Keywords used in database searches
Component
Program Evaluation

Keywords
prevent*; intervention; program*; evaluat*; training; workshop;
curriculum

Violence Type

dating; LGBTQ; lesbian, gay, and bisexual; relationship; gender;
race; racial*; sexual; sexis*; identity; stigma; disability; socialemotion*; socioemotion*; socio-emotion*; peer; domestic; victim*;
perpetrat*

Program Focus

violen*; harass*; bystand*; upstand*; defend*; bully*; aggress*;
assault; abus*; hostil*; rape; homoph*; prejudic*; externalis*;
discriminat*; victim*; perpetrat*

Study Setting

school; adolescen*; youth; coach; teacher; middle level; principal;
student*; teen*; preteen*; resource officer; guidance officer

43

Following database searches, the first author then conducted hand searches through
websites, prior meta-syntheses, and other listings to ensure all literature items were collected,
including: VAWnet.org and OpenGrey.eu. After all papers identified via these search strategies
were identified and screened for inclusion/exclusion, the reference list of each eligible article
was reviewed for relevant studies (C. Cooper et al., 2017). Next and finally, each of the eligible
articles was entered into Google Scholar to forward citation-chain; each list of citing articles was
reviewed for relevant studies (C. Cooper et al., 2017). The combined search results across all
strategies yielded 126,784 records, with the large majority (93%) being identified through
database searches. Records were sorted using Zotero reference management software
(Corporation for Digital Scholarship, 2019) and then uploaded to Covidence systematic review
management system (Veritas Health Innovation, 2019). A total of 44,891 duplicates were
removed leaving 81,893 unique records for screening (See Figure 1.1).
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Included

Eligibility

Screening

Identification

Figure 1.1.
PRISMA Summary Flow Chart of Review Process
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Eligibility Criteria
The full inclusion and exclusion criteria definitions used for screening are provided in
detail in Appendix 1B. Screening proceeded in two steps.
As a first step record titles and abstracts were screened. Inclusion criteria at this step was:
a) available in English, b) included quantitative empirical data evaluating a school-based
universal, or mostly universal, prevention program which addresses violence with adolescents 18
or younger and/or school personnel who work with that age group. For the purposes of this
study: “school-based” was defined as a program administered primarily to participants through
in-person delivery at their elementary, middle, or high school (college/university programs were
excluded, as were programs open to any member of the community which happened to be held in
a school space); “universal or mostly universal” was defined as including all students within the
school or grade or all students of a particular gender (not selecting students based on specific risk
factors); “prevention program” was defined as a structured effort to change knowledge,
awareness, behaviors, etc. including but not limited to presentations, workshops, reading
material, or other activities; and “violence” was defined as harm done by one adolescent to
another adolescent (United Nations General Assembly, 1993), including but not limited to
bullying, cyberbullying, youth violence, school violence, externalizing behaviors (toward peers
only), harassment, dating violence, sexual violence, sexual and gender minority (SGM-)-related
harassment, or other forms of bias/prejudice-motivated violence committed by an adolescent
toward another adolescent.
Title and abstract screening were conducted by a team of four; three research assistants
and the first author. Prior to screening, the entire team reviewed random selections of eligible
studies and sentinel studies in practice batches of 20. Each batch was screened individually and
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then the team met together to compare their decisions. Any discrepancies were noted and
resulted in additional clarifications, explanations, and descriptions added to the criteria
addressing the root of those discrepancies. Once the entire team arrived at the same decision on
all 20 records in two consecutive practice batches, actual screening of records began. Even still,
if a team member was uncertain regarding inclusion/exclusion of a record during screening, it
was flagged for discussion by the entire research team. Title and abstract screening removed
77,891 records leaving 4,022 remaining (See Figure 1.1).
In the second screening stage, the full text of each record was screened by the first author.
When classification of an article was uncertain, it was flagged for review, discussion, and
consensus by the first author and two members of the dissertation committee. Inclusion criteria at
this step included type of data, type of outcomes evaluated, type of design, and school personnel
involvement. A preliminary review of example studies informed the decision to screen for these
criteria in full text rather than during title and abstract screening, as these aspects are frequently
not described or are described with insufficient detail. For the purposes of this study: eligible
“type of data” was defined as quantitative data that could be used to calculate effect sizes for
change as a result of a prevention program (studies which reported only qualitative changes were
excluded); eligible “type of outcome” was defined as including only behavioral or behaviorintention related outcomes related to peer-to-peer identity-based violence measured at both pretest and post-test so that a change score could be calculated (studies which reported only
attitudes, beliefs, or knowledge change outcomes were excluded; studies which only reported
eligible outcomes at pre-test or post-test were also excluded); and eligible “type of study design”
was defined as those which used a control/comparison group (for a discussion of why single
group studies should not be combined with multi-group comparison studies, see Cuijpers et al.,
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2017) and a pre-test/post-test design, including cluster randomized control trials, randomized
control trials, experimental studies, quasi-experimental studies, and nonrandom assignment
studies (this level of rigor is frequently used in meta-syntheses in this area, for example see De
La Rue et al., 2017; or Polanin et al., 2012; or van Verseveld et al., 2019). These criteria attempt
to ensure that the observed effect can be confidently attributed to the experimental intervention
and minimizes the possible influence of confounding factors such as bias, attention, varied status
to the intervention, natural maturation of subjects over time, or Hawthorne effects (Topping &
Barron, 2009). Finally, studies were screened for school personnel involvement. Evidence of
school personnel involvement was defined as the presence of a school-wide program component,
the presence of a school personnel specific component, the inclusion of school personnel as
participants or observers in at least some of the student program component, and when school
personnel served as the program facilitator for the student program component. Full-text
screening for these criteria removed an additional 3,948 records leaving 74 remaining records
(See Figure 1.1).
Excluded for Missing Data
Several records identified through the search strategies lacked adequate information in
the published manuscript for computing an effect size or ascertaining school personnel
involvement. In these cases, the authors were contacted via email and more information was
requested. Despite this effort, a total of 30 records were ultimately excluded due to missing
information: twelve records were excluded due to missing effect size data and eighteen records
were excluded due to indeterminate school personnel involvement. Some of the remaining 44
records did have missing data for some moderator values, particularly within sample
characteristics, as these were not always measured or reported by every author. These records
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were retained for the final analytic samples but were excluded from any analyses regarding those
characteristics on which they had missing data. In total, 44 records describing 41 evaluation
studies of 37 different programs yielded 564 effect sizes for the final meta-analytic sample (see
Figure 1.1).
Data Extraction
Moderator Extraction
Each eligible record was coded for three sets of characteristics: Study characteristics,
Sample characteristics, and Program characteristics. The relevant study characteristics coded
included: type of record; design; randomization of assignment; use of group matching; for each
outcome name of measurement/instrument/scale used, whether outcomes were continuous or
dichotomous, and duration of time between pre-test and post-test converted to months. The
relevant sample characteristics coded separately for student and school personnel (as applicable)
included: sample size; country; lowest school level; mean age, percent male/boys, percent
female/girls, percent non-binary, percent heterosexual/straight, percent white/non-Hispanic,
percent low socioeconomic status, and for school personnel their roles.
Several program characteristics were coded and extracted. Basic program information
included program name and the types of violence that the program addressed categorized as
dating violence, sexual violence, sexual harassment, weight-based violence, race-based violence,
SGM-based violence, and disability-based violence; in all cases the program descriptions used
terminology that was readily identifiable to one or more of these categories.
Next, the presence of a school-wide component was coded as yes or no. This was defined
as any program that used the phrase school-wide or else described activities that would be
common or accessible to the entire school without strict organization around who participated,
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some examples include theatre performances for the entire school, poster campaigns in school
buildings, or a newsletter sent home and available to anyone in the school community.
Next the presence of a student-specific component was coded as yes or no. This included
any program that described workshops, educational materials, or other activities in which
students were the primary target audience and participants. If a student-specific component was
present, several aspects of that component were coded including duration in minutes; whether it
was delivered by school personnel or other facilitators; and the percentage of the student-specific
component for which school personnel were present which could include school personnel
delivering the program (100%), school personnel delivering some of the material but not all, or
school personnel being present in the room either as participants or passive observers. The
content of the student-specific component was also coded yes or no for whether it addressed
attitudes, norms, and/or skills/self-efficacy. Addressing attitudes was defined as the program
description talking about changing or confronting or reflecting upon thoughts or attitudes that
could be about the act of perpetration, attitudes toward victims, or attitudes toward helping
victims, intervening, or stopping violence. Addressing norms was defined as the program
description talking about social norms, correcting perceptions, perceptions of how others act,
perceptions of how others think, perceptions of approval, or acceptable behavior relating to
witnessing violence, perpetrating violence, experiencing violence, or helping victims of violence.
Addressing skills and self-efficacy was defined as the program description talking about
learning, practicing, or planning skills and behaviors for responding to situations nonviolently,
the use of self-defense, assertive communication skills, de-escalation skills, intervening in risky
situations, supporting victims, or confronting harmful language.
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Next the presence of school-personnel-specific component was coded as yes or no. This
was differentiated from school personnel receiving training to deliver the student-specific
component or school-wide components to which school personnel might incidentally be exposed.
School personnel specific components were defined as workshops, activities, or educational
materials that were designed and targeted to school personnel specifically rather than for students
or everyone. If a school personnel-specific component was present, many of the same aspects as
described above in the student-specific component coding were extracted using the same
operational definitions, including duration and the presence of content addressing attitudes,
norms, and skills/self-efficacy.
Outcome Extraction
Classification. For each effect size extracted, the instrument/measure/scale/variable
name, item description, and citation if from a previously validated scale were extracted. Each
effect size was then categorized as either a student helping behavior, student helping intention,
student perpetration behavior, student perpetration intention, student victimization experience,
school personnel helping behavior, or student personnel helping intention. Accounting for
adaptations, modifications, and the use of subscales, a total of 92 different instruments were used
to assess outcome variables in the included studies. Full details of outcome classification for
each study are listed in Appendix 1D.
Computation. Effect sizes (ES) were computed for each of the seven outcomes. The
effect size statistic suitable for comparisons between two groups is Cohen’s d, the standardized
difference between the mean of two groups. Because the studies included in this meta-analysis
all involved pre-post intervention comparisons across a treatment and control group, the
appropriate variant of Cohen’s d for these designs involves comparing the difference in the
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treatment group’s post-test mean (𝜇 𝑇𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡,𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑡 ) and pre-test mean (𝜇 𝑇𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡,𝑝𝑟𝑒 ) with the
difference in the control group’s post-test mean (𝜇𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙,𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑡 ) and pre-test mean (𝜇𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙,𝑝𝑟𝑒 ),
dividing by the pooled standard deviation (𝜎𝑝𝑜𝑜𝑙𝑒𝑑 ) which is calculated in this case from both the
treatment and control groups’ pre-test variances (see Morris, 2008 for a detailed exploration of
the options and reasons for this calculation):
𝑑 =

(𝜇 𝑇𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡,𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑡 − 𝜇 𝑇𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡,𝑝𝑟𝑒 ) − (𝜇𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙,𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑡 − 𝜇𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙,𝑝𝑟𝑒 )
𝜎𝑝𝑜𝑜𝑙𝑒𝑑

When not all needed raw data was available, a variety of well-documented and validated
conversion formulas were utilized depending on the nature of the available information (see
Lenhard & Lenhard, 2016). For dichotomous outcomes, an unadjusted odds ratio was first
calculated if possible. That was then converted to a log odds ratio, from which a corrected
standardized mean difference was computed (Borenstein & Hedges, 2019). Finally, to control for
small sample bias Hedges’ correction factor was applied to each effect size estimate (1981).
Data Analytic Strategy
Effect sizes (ES) were computed for each of the seven outcomes, specifically: student
prevention/helping behaviors, student prevention/helping intentions, student perpetration
behaviors, student perpetration intentions, student victimization experiences, school personnel
prevention/helping behaviors, and school personnel prevention/helping intentions. The below
described analyses were carried out separately for each of these outcomes where data was
available. No data was available for school personnel helping behaviors or school personnel
helping intentions, resulting in 5 parallel meta-analyses.
Once ES are computed, they were pooled to provide an estimate of the weighted mean
effect size for each outcome. Weights were calculated using a random effects robust variance
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estimation (RVE) approach which together account for several sources of variance (see below
for more details). Whether the overall mean effect size differs significantly from zero is the
primary meta-analytic conclusion, indicating whether the existing data empirically support a
significant influence of prevention programs with school personnel involvement on each of the
outcomes.
A random effects models was used for the primary analyses as random effects models
account for study sample size variance (by weighting ES by its inverse variance weight), subjectlevel and study-level error, and is more conservative in estimation given the level of
heterogeneity in effect size estimates anticipated (Konstantopoulos & Hedges, 2019).
A common problem encountered in meta-analyses of complex programmatic
interventions is that studies may report multiple effect estimates from the same outcome
category. Additionally, studies may report multiple time points to track the impact of a program
over time as well as in comparison across groups. These situations result in the extraction of
effect sizes for the same outcome which are not independent. We used a robust variance
estimation (RVE) random effects model to address this issue, which allowed us to include all
effect size estimates from all included studies without having to aggregate at the study-level
(Tipton & Pustejovsky, 2015). The RVE method is preferable to other methods for modeling
potentially correlated or otherwise dependent effect size analyses for this dataset because it
requires the fewest number of distributional assumptions and computational power to account for
non-independence (Tanner‐Smith & Tipton, 2014). Because studies rarely report intercorrelation
parameters for their reported outcomes, we used a set parameter of 0.8 which is standard in the
field (Skeen et al., 2019) to calculate approximately inverse variance weights that also accounted
for within-study correlation despite the lack of correlation information from studies.
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Heterogeneity of ES Estimates
To assess heterogeneity of included effect sizes for each outcome, a Q-statistic and I2statistic were computed for each outcome (Borenstein, 2019). The Q-statistic assesses the effect
of sampling error on heterogeneity. The I2-statistic, in contrast, measures the magnitude of
heterogeneity and indicates how much of that is likely attributable to sources other than expected
sampling error. A significant Q-statistic or positive I2-statistic would suggest significant
heterogeneity in the effect size estimates, indicating that additional variables (e.g., the study and
sample characteristics coded for here) may help account for some of the observed variance in
effect size estimates.
Sensitivity Analysis
Several methods assessed the sensitivity of the pooled ES to different potential biases. An
influence analysis was conducted for each outcome, where each individual ES was removed
from the sample and the analysis re-run to potentially observe large changes in the pooled ES
and confidence intervals. Large changes would indicate potential outliers which are exerting
disproportionate influence on the result.
Publication Bias
Publication bias was also addressed. Not only are unpublished studies not available to be
included in the analysis, but there is also the idea that studies which produced more positive or
significant results will be more likely to be published than studies with nonsignificant findings.
To assess this, we created funnel plots to graphically display the estimated effect sizes plotted
against standard errors. Funnel plots were examined for asymmetry, which may suggest potential
bias related to significance. A test of small sample size bias (Eggers Test) was also conducted
(Vevea et al., 2019). Additionally, for significant pooled effects, we calculated Orwin’s variant
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of the Fail-Safe N (1983). This value estimates the number of missing effects (i.e. number of
studies not included in the meta-analysis) that would need to be added to the analysis to reduce
the overall ES to zero (Vevea et al., 2019). Based on prior meta-analyses, the criterion expected
ES was set to 0.2 (a small effect) for all Orwin’s N calculations.
Moderator Analysis
To assess the impact of moderators, robust variance estimation meta-regressions were
conducted. Given the nested nature of effect sizes within studies, this approach allows for
moderators to be examined in multiple circumstances (Tanner‐Smith & Tipton, 2014), including
when they vary between studies (e.g. comparing a study done with high school students to a
different study done with middle school students), within studies (e.g. comparing effect sizes of
different types of violence from the same study), and both between and within studies (e.g.
comparing effect sizes of differing follow-up duration from the same study and other studies).
All moderators were converted to binary indicator variables when possible and if the binary
categories reflected meaningful groupings. When this was not possible (specifically, type of
study design and type of violence) dummy coded variables were created to indicate each
category and meta-regressions were run using those variables.
Moderator analyses were conducted separately for each of the seven outcomes to
examine whether the study, sample, and program characteristics extracted are associated with
significant differences in the effectiveness of prevention programs with school personnel
involvement (i.e., differences in the observed overall mean ES). For example, among studies
which measure program effectiveness with perpetration behavior as an outcome, mean ES for
studies that use a randomized assignment vs. non-randomized assignment was compared. When
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power was not sufficient to conduct test of significance on moderator analyses, a mean ES and
confidence intervals for each level of the variable was reported for descriptive analyses.
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Paper 1 Results
Search Results
The search produced 44 records which included 41 unique studies. Several records
reported on the same sample as another (or several other) records, but at different time points.
Alternately, some records reported outcomes for completely different samples or experiments
that were coded as unique studies from each other (to allow for clustering based on the potential
for correlated outcomes from the same sample). From these 41 unique studies, a total of 564
effect sizes were calculated. These were dispersed across the seven outcomes measures as
follows (see Table 1.6 for details): student prevention/helping behaviors (6%), student
prevention/helping intentions (1%), student perpetration behaviors (49%), student perpetration
intentions (2%), student victimization experiences (42%), school personnel prevention/helping
behaviors (0%), and school personnel prevention/helping intentions (0%). Given that no effect
sizes were extracted related to school personnel prevention/helping behaviors or intentions, these
two outcomes are not included in further tables in the results section, but this lack of data is
considered in the discussion section.
Study Descriptions
Design Characteristics
Table 1.3 lists study design characteristics summarized by each outcome; for a list of
these characteristics by individual record see Appendix 1F. Most studies were from peerreviewed journal articles (88%). Only about a third of studies (27%) utilized some sort of
matching when allocating participants to treatment or control. The majority (76%) of studies
used random assignment to allocate participants to treatment or control conditions. The most
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common design was a cluster randomized control trial design (46%), followed by randomized
control trial (20%), quasi-experimental (12%), nonrandom selection (12%), and random
selection (10%). Studies reported continuous measures of behavioral outcomes (61%) slightly
more often than dichotomous (49%) measures. Looking at specific outcomes, studies which
examined perpetration behavior and victimization experience used dichotomous measures (64%,
72% respectively) more often than continuous measures (46%, 36% respectively). The average
time period between pre-test and follow-up test was about one year (12 months), although
studies which examined student helping intentions and perpetration intentions were closer to half
a year (4-6 months) on average.
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Table 1.3.
Description of the included studies’ design characteristics
Outcome 1
Student
Helping
Behavior
k (%)

Outcome 2
Student
Helping
Intention
k (%)

Outcome 3
Student
Perpetration
Behavior
k (%)

Outcome 4
Student
Perpetration
Intention
k (%)

Outcome 5
Student
Victimization
Experience
k (%)

All
Outcomes
k (%)

Moderator
Type of Record
Other
0 (0)
1 (17)
0 (0)
4 (44)
0 (0)
5 (12)
Journal Article
5 (100)
5 (83)
28 (100)
5 (56)
25 (100)
36 (88)
Group Matching
Yes
0 (0)
2 (33)
10 (36)
0 (0)
9 (36)
11 (27)
No
5 (100)
4 (67)
18 (64)
9 (100)
16 (64)
30 (73)
Randomization
Yes
4 (80)
3 (50)
23 (82)
6 (67)
23 (92)
31 (76)
No
1 (20)
3 (50)
5 (18)
3 (33)
2 (8)
10 (24)
Type of Design
Cluster RCT
3 (60)
3 (50)
14 (50)
1 (11)
14 (56)
19 (46)
Non-Random Assignment
1 (20)
1 (17)
2 (7)
3 (33)
0 (0)
5 (12)
Quasi-Experimental
0 (0)
2 (33)
3 (11)
0 (0)
2 (8)
5 (12)
Random Assignment
0 (0)
0 (0)
0 (0)
5 (56)
0 (0)
4 (10)
RCT
1 (20)
0 (0)
9 (32)
0 (0)
9 (36)
8 (20)
Follow-up Duration – M (SD)
8.7 (4.4)
5.9 (4.8)
12.6 (12.0)
4.5 (5.4)
12.6 (12.3)
12.0 (11.7)
Type of Measure Used
Continuous
5 (100)
5 (83)
13 (46)
9 (100)
9 (36)
25 (61)
Dichotomous
1 (20)
1 (17)
18 (64)
0 (0)
18 (72)
20 (49)
Abbreviations. k = number of studies, ES = mean effect size for discrete groups of binary/categorical moderator, β = beta coefficient for
continuous moderator, RCT = randomized control trial, n/a = not enough data to perform calculation
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Type of Violence
Table 1.4 lists the types of violence addressed by each outcome. These sample
characteristics listed by individual record are in Appendix 1E. Across all outcomes, almost half
of the studies examined programs related to dating violence (49%) and/or sexual violence (46%),
then sexual harassment (22%), race-based violence (10%), SGM-based violence (7%), and
disability-based violence (10%). Interestingly, student helping behaviors were not measured at
all for programs that addressed sexual harassment, race-based violence, SGM-based violence, or
disability-based violence – these latter three tended to be measured by student perpetration
intention more than any other behavioral outcome.
Student Sample Characteristics
Table 1.4 lists the various demographic characteristics of the student samples from the
included studies by each outcome. Average student sample size was 1,756, ranging from small
studies of only 36 students to large studies of 16,242 students. About half of the included studies
were in the United States (51%) vs. in countries other than the United States (49%). Just over
half of the studies used middle school or younger student populations (54%) vs. using high
school students (46%). The average student age across all studies was 13.5 years. All but one
study reported sex/gender demographic information; in those studies, on average the student
samples were 51.7% male/boys, 47.6% female/girls, and 0.27% identified as non-binary (a single
study reported this information specifically). Only 34 studies reported student race and ethnicity
demographic information; in those studies, on average the student samples were 45.7%
White/Non-Hispanic although these values ranged considerably with a standard deviation of
33%. Only five studies reported student sexual orientation demographic information; in those
studies, on average the student samples were 88.1% straight or heterosexual. Only eleven studies
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reported an indicator of student socioeconomic status; in those studies, on average the student
samples were 42.0% low socioeconomic status.
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Table 1.4.
Types of violence addressed and student sample characteristics for included studies

Characteristic
Type of Violence
Sexual Violence
Sexual Harassment
Dating Violence
Race-related
SGM-related
Disability-related

Outcome 1
Student Helping
Behavior
k (%)

2
0
3
0
0
0

(40)
(0)
(60)
(0)
(0)
(0)

Outcome 2
Student Helping
Intention
k (%)

2
0
3
1
0
0

(33.3)
(0)
(50)
(16.7)
(0)
(0)

Outcome 3
Student Perpetration
Behavior
k (%)

15
11
19
0
2
0

(53.6)
(39.3)
(67.9)
(0)
(7.1)
(0)

Outcome 4
Student Perpetration
Intention
k (%)

0
0
0
4
1
4

(0)
(0)
(0)
(44.4)
(11.1)
(44.4)

Outcome 5
Student Victimization
Experience
k (%)

16
9
15
0
1
0

(64)
(36)
(60)
(0)
(4)
(0)

All Outcomes
k (%)

19
9
20
4
3
4

(46)
(22)
(49)
(10)
(7)
(10)

Student Sample
k (%), M (SD)
k (%), M (SD)
k (%), M (SD)
k (%), M (SD)
k (%), M (SD)
k (%), M (SD)
Region
Non-US
1 (20), n/a
2 (33), n/a
11 (38), n/a
6 (67), n/a
11 (44), n/a
20 (49), n/a
US
4 (80), n/a
4 (67), n/a
17 (61), n/a
3 (33), n/a
14 (56), n/a
21 (51), n/a
School Level
High School
3 (60), n/a
2 (33), n/a
16 (57), n/a
1 (11), n/a
12 (48), n/a
19 (46), n/a
Middle School
2 (40), n/a
4 (67), n/a
13 (46), n/a
8 (89), n/a
14 (56), n/a
22 (54), n/a
Mean Age
5 (100), 15.1 (1.8)
6 (100), 13.8 (2.4)
28 (100), 13.4 (1.6)
9 (100), 10.1 (2.7)
25 (100), 13.5 (1.6)
41 (100), 13.5 (1.8)
% Male
5 (100), 62.5 (22.7)
5 (83.3), 86.0 (26.0)
28 (100), 52.3 (14.0)
9 (100), 50.3 (5.10)
25 (100), 48.1 (5.8)
40 (98), 51.7 (13.5)
% Female
5 (100), 37.5 (22.7)
5 (83.3), 14.0 (26.0)
28 (100), 47.0 (13.9)
9 (100), 49.7 (5.10)
25 (100), 51.1 (6.0)
40 (98), 47.6 (13.4)
% Non-Binary
0 (0), n/a
0 (0), n/a
1 (3.6), 0.28 (2.3)
0 (0), n/a
1 (4), 0.33 (2.48)
1 (2), 0.27 (2.2)
% White
5 (100), 69.8 (26.9)
6 (100), 45.5 (35.6)
25 (89.3), 43.0 (33.3)
6 (66.7), n/a
20 (80), 44.0 (33.4)
34 (83), 45.7 (33.4)
% Straight
1 (20), 84.5 (0)
0 (0), n/a
5 (17.9), 90.3 (5.4)
0 (0), n/a
5 (20), 90.3 (5.4)
5 (12) 88.1 (5.0)
% Low SES
4 (80), 48.0 (25.9)
4 (66.7), 41.3 (24.1)
11 (39.3), 42.9 (15.0)
0 (0), n/a
7 (28), 39.9 (9.5)
11 (27) 42.0 (14.5)
Abbreviations. k = number of studies, ES = mean effect size for discrete groups of binary/categorical moderator, β = beta coefficient for continuous moderator, SES =
socioeconomic status, n/a = not enough data to perform calculation
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Program Characteristics
Table 1.5 describes the various program components extracted from each study. These
program characteristics listed by individual record are in Appendix G. Fourteen programs (34%)
included school-wide programming for both students and school personnel, all programs (98%)
included a component specifically for students, and only nine programs (22%) included a
component specifically for school personnel. The average student component program duration
was 371 minutes, or just over six hours; although there was considerable range in duration from
a single 26-minute session to fifty hour-long sessions conducted over several school semesters.
On average school personnel were present for about 95% of the student program components’
duration. This should be noted cautiously however, as many excluded studies were excluded
because this value was unknown. School personnel facilitated the student program component in
more than half of the programs (66%) although for several programs the identity of the
facilitators was not verified and entered as missing (4 studies). Most student program
components included content on attitudes (100%), social norms (76%), and skills/self-efficacy
(73%). The average school personnel component program duration was 124 minutes, or just over
two hours; with a range of 60 minutes to 540 minutes. Some school personnel program
components included content on attitudes (20%), social norms (10%), and skills/self-efficacy
(17%). Anecdotally, although this was not coded, most school personnel programs conveyed
basic information and statistics about violence topics, with knowledge change being the intended
outcome rather than attitudes, norms, or skills.
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Table 1.5.
Description of included studies’ program characteristics
Outcome 1
Outcome 2
Outcome 3
Outcome 4
Outcome 5
Student Helping
Student Helping Student Perpetration Student Perpetration Student Victimization
All
Behavior
Intention
Behavior
Intention
Experience
Outcomes
Moderator
k (%)
k (%)
k (%)
k (%)
k (%)
k (%)
Program Components
School-Wide Component
Yes
0 (0)
0 (0)
12 (43)
3 (33)
12 (48)
14 (34)
No
5 (100)
6 (100)
16 (57)
6 (67)
13 (52)
27 (66)
Student Component
Yes
5 (100)
6 (100)
27 (96)
9 (100)
24 (96)
40 (98)
No
0 (0)
0 (0)
1 (4)
0 (0)
1 (4)
1 (2)
SP Component
Yes
4 (80)
0 (0)
8 (29)
0 (0)
8 (32)
9 (22)
No
1 (20)
6 (100)
20 (71)
9 (100)
17 (68)
32 (78)
Student Component Characteristics
Duration – k (%), M (SD)
5 (100), 264 (83)
6 (100), 270 (191) 27 (96), 350 (274) 9 (100), 1476 (1363) 24 (96), 354 (364)
41 (100), 371 (402)
% SP Present – k (%), M (SD)
5 (100), 100 (0)
6 (100), 100 (0)
27 (96), 95 (17.6)
9 (100), 100 (0)
24 (96), 94 (19.3)
38 (93), 95.3 (17.3)
Facilitated by SP
Yes
4 (80)
5 (83)
17 (61)
5 (56)
14 (56)
27 (66)
No
1 (20)
1 (17)
8 (29)
3 (33)
8 (32)
10 (24)
Addressed Attitudes
Yes
5 (100)
6 (100)
27 (96)
9 (100)
24 (96)
40 (98)
No
0 (0)
0 (0)
0 (0)
0 (0)
0 (0)
0 (0)
Addressed Social Norms
Yes
4 (80)
6 (100)
25 (89)
4 (44)
21 (84)
31 (77)
No
1 (20)
0 (0)
2 (7)
5 (56)
3 (12)
9 (23)
Addressed Skills/Efficacy
Yes
5 (100)
6 (100)
26 (93)
7 (78)
23 (92)
37 (93)
No
0 (0)
0 (0)
1 (4)
2 (22)
1 (4)
3 (7)
SP Component Characteristics
Duration – k (%), M (SD)
1 (20), 60 (0)
n/a
8 (29), 129 (129)
n/a
7 (28), 136 (139)
9 (22), 124 (127)
Addressed Attitudes
Yes
1 (20)
n/a
6 (21)
n/a
6 (24)
8 (20)
No
0 (0)
n/a
2 (7)
n/a
2 (8)
1 (2)
Addressed Social Norms
Yes
1 (20)
n/a
3 (11)
n/a
4 (16)
4 (10)
No
0 (0)
n/a
5 (18)
n/a
4 (16)
5 (12)
Addressed Skills/Efficacy
Yes
1 (20)
n/a
6 (21)
n/a
7 (28)
7 (17)
No
0 (0)
n/a
2 (7)
n/a
1 (4)
2 (5)
Abbreviations. k = number of studies, ES = mean effect size for discrete groups of binary/categorical moderator, β = beta coefficient for continuous moderator, SP = school
personnel, n/a = not enough data to perform calculation
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Program Outcome Effects
All weighted mean effect size statistics estimated by the random effects RVE metaanalyses clustered within studies are listed in Table 7 and depicted in Figure 4. Given the large
numbers of effect sizes, forest plots for each outcome’s meta-analysis are not presented in the
main text but are included in Appendix 1I, Figures Supp1.1 – Supp1.5.
Table 1.6.
Mean effect sizes from random effects RVA meta-analyses clustered within study
Outcome
Records Studies Effects ES
95% CI
p
Q
1.a Student Helping Behavior
6
5
38
0.473 [-0.617, 1.562] 0.295 58.30**
1.b Student Helping Behavior
6
5
38
0.327 [-0.354, 1.007] 0.253 18.99**
2. Student Helping Intention
7
6
9
-0.017 [-0.442, 0.408] 0.919 9.58
3. Student Perpetration Behavior
31
28
274
-0.139 [-0.346, 0.069] 0.181 126.53**
4. Student Perpetration Intention
6
9
13
-0.995 [-2.781, 0.791] 0.235 100.47**
5. Student Victimization Experience 27
25
230
-0.092 [-0.301, 0.118] 0.376 167.07**
6. School Personnel Helping Behavior 0
0
0
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
7. School Personnel Helping Intention 0
0
0
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
Abbreviations. ES = mean effect size, CI = confidence interval, n/a = not enough data to perform calculation.
Notes. a outliers included. b outliers removed. *p < .05, **p < .01.

Figure 1.2.
Forest plot of mean effect sizes and confidence intervals for all outcomes
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Figure 1.3.
Funnel plots with pseudo 95% confidence limits
Panel A
1. Student helping behavior (with outlier)

Panel B
1. Student helping behavior (without outlier)

Panel C
2. Student helping intention

Panel D
3. Student perpetration behavior

Panel E
4. Student perpetration intention

Panel F
5. Student victimization experience
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Outcome 1: Helping Behavior
Student helping behavior (Outcome 1) was first estimated by 38 effect sizes from five
different studies (a full list of the individual effect sizes is located in Appendix 1H, Table
Supp1). The weighted mean effect size was ES = 0.473 [95% CI: -0.617, 1.56], which analyses
revealed did not differ significantly from zero (Z = 1.21, ns). The model did result in a significant
Q-value, which indicates a significant amount of heterogeneity among the effect size estimates
(Q = 58.30, df = 4, p < 0.001; I2 = 36.53%). An accompanying I2 value of 36.53% suggests there
may be some heterogeneity that can be attributed to causes other than sample error. However,
inspection of the funnel plot (Figure 1.3, Panel A), Egger’s test of small study effect (b = -0.530,
SE = 1.60, ns), and item-removal influence analysis (Appendix 1H, Table Supp2) showed
variation from 0.327 to 0.562 mean effect sizes; altogether these identified one extreme effect
size value as a likely outlier.
This value was removed and student helping behavior (Outcome 1) was then re-estimated
by 37 effect sizes from five different studies. The weighted mean effect size was ES = 0.326
[95% CI: -0.353, 1.006], which analyses revealed did not differ significantly from zero (Z = 1.34,
ns). The model did result in a significant Q-value, which indicates a significant amount of
heterogeneity among the effect size estimates (Q = 18.99, df = 4, p < 0.001; I2 = 0%). The
accompanying I2 value was negative and so was set to zero, which suggests there is little
heterogeneity that can be attributed to causes other than sample error. Inspection of the funnel
plot (Figure 1.3, Panel B), Egger’s test of small study effect (b = -1.08, SE = 1.02, ns), and itemremoval influence analysis (Appendix 1H, Table Supp3) showed slight variation from 0.258 to
0.378 mean effect sizes; altogether these did not suggest any outliers. This null result suggests
we do not find reliable evidence of an impact of the prevention programs which involve school
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personnel on increasing helping behaviors among students. Orwin’s fail-safe N was not
calculated as the mean effect size was not significant.
Outcome 2: Helping Intention
Student helping intention (Outcome 2) was estimated by 9 effect sizes from six different
studies (a full list of the individual effect sizes is located in Appendix 1H, Table Supp4). The
weighted mean effect size was ES = -0.017 [95% CI: -0.442, 0.408], which analyses revealed did
not differ significantly from zero (Z = 0.11, ns). The model did not result in a significant Qvalue, which indicates no significant amount of heterogeneity among the effect size estimates (Q
= 9.58, df = 5, ns; I2 = 16.54%). In contrast, an accompanying I2 value of 16.54% suggests there
may be some heterogeneity that can be attributed to causes other than sample error. Inspection of
the funnel plot (Figure 1.3, Panel C), Egger’s test of small study effect (b = 3.97, SE = 2.99, ns),
and item-removal influence analysis (Appendix 1H, Table Supp5) showed variation from -0.075
to 0.043 mean effect sizes; altogether these did not suggest any outliers. Orwin’s fail-safe N was
not calculated as the mean effect size was not significant.
Outcome 3: Perpetration Behavior
Student perpetration behavior (Outcome 3) was estimated by 274 effect sizes from 28
different studies (a full list of the individual effect sizes is located in Appendix 1H, Table
Supp6). The weighted mean effect size was ES = -0.139 [95% CI: -0.346, 0.069], which analyses
revealed did not differ significantly from zero (Z = 1.37, ns). The model did result in a significant
Q-value, which indicates a significant amount of heterogeneity among the effect size estimates
(Q = 126.53, df = 27, p < .001; I2 = 0%). The accompanying I2 value was negative and so was set
to zero, which suggests there is little heterogeneity that can be attributed to causes other than
sample error. Inspection of the funnel plot (Figure 1.3, Panel D), Egger’s test of small study
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effect (b = -0.27, SE = 0.459, ns), and item-removal influence analysis (Appendix 1H, Table
Supp7) showed variation from -0.178 to -0.099 mean effect sizes; altogether these did not
suggest any outliers. Orwin’s fail-safe N was not calculated as the mean effect size was not
significant.
Outcome 4: Perpetration Intention
Student perpetration intention (Outcome 4) was estimated by 13 effect sizes from nine
different studies (a full list of the individual effect sizes is located in Appendix 1H, Table
Supp8). The weighted mean effect size was ES = -0.995 [95% CI: -2.781, 0.791], which analyses
revealed did not differ significantly from zero (Z = 1.29, ns). The model did result in a significant
Q-value, which indicates a significant amount of heterogeneity among the effect size estimates
(Q = 100.47, df = 8, p < .001; I2 = 88.06%). An accompanying I2 value of 88.06% suggests there
may considerable heterogeneity that can be attributed to causes other than sample error.
Inspection of the funnel plot (Figure 5, Panel E), Egger’s test of small study effect (b = -15.55,
SE = 1.78, p < 0.001), and item-removal influence analysis (Appendix 1H, Table Supp9) showed
variation from -1.156 to -0.962 mean effect sizes; altogether these did not suggest any outliers
though some small sample bias was detected. Orwin’s fail-safe N was not calculated as the mean
effect size was not significant.
Outcome 5: Victimization Experience
Student victimization experiences (Outcome 5) was estimated by 230 effect sizes from 25
different studies (a full list of the individual effect sizes is located in Appendix 1H, Table
Supp10). The weighted mean effect size was d = -0.092 [95% CI: -0.301, 0.118], which analyses
revealed did not differ significantly from zero (Z = 0.903, ns). The model did result in a
significant Q-value, which indicates a significant amount of heterogeneity among the effect size
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estimates (Q = 167.07, df = 24, p < .001; I2 = 0%). The accompanying I2 value was negative and
so was set to zero, which suggests there is little heterogeneity that can be attributed to causes
other than sample error. Inspection of the funnel plot (Figure 1.3, Panel F), Egger’s test of small
study effect (b = -0.23, SE = 0.341, ns), and item-removal influence analysis (Appendix 1H,
Table Supp11) showed variation from -0.121 to -0.019 mean effect sizes; altogether these did not
suggest any outliers. Orwin’s fail-safe N was not calculated as the mean effect size was not
significant.
Moderator Analysis
The results of these meta-analyses were further decomposed into various groups based on
type of violence addressed, student sample characteristics, and program characteristics. The
number of studies and effect sizes pertaining to outcome 1 (helping behavior), outcome 2
(helping intention), and outcome 4 (perpetration intention) were too low for statistically valid
moderator analyses to be conducted. Moderator analyses were conducted for outcome 3
(perpetration behavior) comparing effect sizes by type of violence, region, school level, student
demographics, program components, and program durations. None of the moderator analyses
revealed significant differences, all Z < 1.645. Moderator analyses were conducted for outcome 5
(victimization experiences) comparing effect sizes by type of violence, region, school level,
student demographics, program components, and program durations. None of the moderator
analyses revealed significant differences, all Z < 1.645. Given this, moderator analyses are
provided as descriptive only. Mean effect sizes with confidence intervals are provided for each
outcome broken down by type of violence and student sample characteristics in Table 1.8 and
program characteristics in Table 1.9. Trends observed across outcomes through visual inspection
of these values in the tables are described below.
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Table 1.7.
Mean effect sizes for type of violence addressed and student sample characteristics as potential moderators
Outcome 1
Student Helping
Behavior

Outcome 2
Student Helping
Intention

Outcome 3
Student Perpetration
Behavior

Outcome 4
Student Perpetration
Intention

Outcome 5
Student Victimization
Experience

Moderator
Type of Violence (ES)
Sexual Violence
0.09 [-0.54,0.72]
0.19 [-3.16,3.54]
-0.02 [-0.25,0.21]
n/a
-0.05 [-0.43,0.33]
Sexual Harassment
n/a
n/a
-0.1 [-0.29,0.08]
n/a
-0.11 [-0.36,0.13]
Dating Violence
0.49 [-1.22,2.19]
-0.08 [-1.27,1.10]
-0.26 [-0.55,0.03]
n/a
-0.14 [-0.27,-0.02]
Race-Related
n/a
-0.08 [-0.08,-0.08]
n/a
-2.4 [-8.15,3.35]
n/a
Sexual Orientation-Related
n/a
n/a
0.00 [-0.71,0.71]
-0.29 [-0.29,-0.29]
-0.05 [-0.05,-0.05]
Disability-Related
n/a
n/a
n/a
0.05 [-0.17,0.28]
n/a
Region (ES)
Non-United States
-0.26 [-1.23,0.70]
0.14 [-1.08,1.36]
0.04 [-0.47,0.54]
-1.6 [-4.64,1.43]
0.09 [-0.38,0.56]
United States
0.38 [-0.59,1.34]
-0.06 [-0.84,0.72]
-0.15 [-0.32,0.02]
0.11 [-0.20,0.42]
-0.13 [-0.26,-0.01]
School Level (ES)
High School
-0.66 [-2.92,1.60]
0.42 [-0.61,1.45]
-0.12 [-0.50,0.26]
-0.29 [-0.29,-0.29]
0.12 [-0.30,0.54]
Middle School/Younger
0.73 [-6.61,8.06]
-0.17 [-0.85,0.52]
-0.07 [-0.20,0.06]
-1.10 [-3.19,1.00]
-0.15 [-0.50,0.20]
Mean Age (β)
-0.06 [-0.71,0.60]
0.03 [-0.37,0.43]
-0.04 [-0.13,0.04]
-0.02 [-0.51,0.48]
-0.06 [-0.17,0.05]
% Male (β)
0.01 [-0.02,0.04]
-0.01 [-0.02,0.00]
0.00 [-0.01,0.01]
0.07 [-0.28,0.42]
0.02 [-0.05,0.09]
% Female (β)
-0.01 [-0.04,0.02]
0.01 [0.00,0.02]
0.00 [-0.01,0.00]
-0.07 [-0.42,0.28]
-0.02 [-0.08,0.04]
% Non-Binary (β)
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
0.01 [0.00,0.02]
% White (β)
0.00 [-0.03,0.04]
-0.01 [-0.01,0.00]
0.01 [0.00,0.01]
0.07 [-0.56,0.70]
0.01 [0.00,0.01]
% Straight (β)
n/a
n/a
-0.03 [-0.07,0.01]
n/a
-0.02 [-0.05,0.01]
% Low SES (β)
0.01 [-0.05,0.06]
-0.02 [-0.05,0.02]
0.00 [-0.01,0.02]
n/a
0.01 [-0.01,0.02]
Abbreviations. k = number of studies, ES = mean effect size for discrete groups of binary/categorical moderator, β = beta coefficient for continuous
moderator, SES = socioeconomic status, n/a = not enough data to perform calculation

71

Table 1.8.
Mean effect sizes for program characteristics as potential moderators
Outcome 1
Outcome 2
Outcome 3
Outcome 4
Outcome 5
Moderator
Helping Behavior
Helping Intention
Perpetration Behavior
Perpetration Intention
Victimization Experience
Program Components
School-Wide Program (ES)
Yes
n/a
n/a
0.22 [-0.15,0.59]
0.11 [-0.20,0.42]
0.21 [-0.20,0.62]
No
0.33 [-0.35,1.01]
-0.02 [-0.44,0.41]
-0.23 [-0.59,0.13]
-1.60 [-4.64,1.43]
-0.19 [-0.57,0.19]
Student Program (ES)
Yes
0.33 [-0.35,1.01]
-0.02 [-0.44,0.41]
-0.14 [-0.35,0.07]
-1.00 [-2.78,0.79]
-0.08 [-0.30,0.13]
No
n/a
n/a
-0.12 [-0.12,-0.12]
n/a
-0.01 [-0.01,-0.01]
SP Program (ES)
Yes
-0.38 [-1.31,0.56]
n/a
0.05 [-0.41,0.51]
n/a
0.08 [-0.37,0.52]
No
0.39 [-0.54,1.33]
-0.02 [-0.44,0.41]
-0.15 [-0.41,0.10]
-1.00 [-2.78,0.79]
-0.12 [-0.40,0.16]
Student Component Characteristics
Program Duration (β)
0.00 [-0.03,0.03]
0.00 [0.00,0.01]
0.00 [0.00,0.00]
0.00 [0.00,0.00]
0 [0.00,0.00]
% SP Present (β)
n/a
n/a
0.00 [0.00,0.00]
n/a
0 [0.00,0.00]
Facilitated by SP (ES)
Yes
0.38 [-0.56,1.31]
0 [-0.53,0.53]
0.18 [-0.16,0.51]
-0.19 [-0.88,0.50]
0.05 [-0.36,0.45]
No
0.02 [0.02,0.02]
-0.07 [-0.07,-0.07]
-0.16 [-0.44,0.13]
-0.40 [-0.60,-0.19]
-0.09 [-0.25,0.07]
Addressed Attitudes (ES)
Yes
0.33 [-0.35,1.01]
-0.02 [-0.44,0.41]
-0.14 [-0.35,0.07]
-1.00 [-2.78,0.79]
-0.09 [-0.31,0.12]
No
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
Addressed Social Norms (ES)
Yes
0.26 [-0.73,1.24]
-0.02 [-0.44,0.41]
-0.15 [-3.15,2.85]
-2.37 [-8.18,3.45]
0.76 [-1.31,2.82]
No
0.12 [0.12,0.12]
n/a
0.00 [-4.10,4.10]
-0.04 [-0.34,0.26]
-0.76 [-3.44,1.91]
Addressed Skills/Efficacy (ES)
Yes
0.33 [-0.35,1.01]
-0.02 [-0.44,0.41]
-0.20 [-0.42,0.02]
-1.25 [-3.80,1.30]
-0.10 [-0.33,0.12]
No
n/a
n/a
0.06 [0.06,0.06]
-0.22 [-2.73,2.30]
0.01 [0.01,0.01]
SP Component Characteristics
Program Duration (β)
n/a
n/a
0.00 [-0.01,0.00]
n/a
0.00 [0.00,0.00]
Addressed Attitudes (ES)
Yes
0.02 [0.02,0.02]
n/a
-0.35 [-1.58,0.88]
n/a
-0.15 [-1.22,0.92]
No
n/a
n/a
0.13 [-0.87,1.13]
n/a
0.07 [-0.65,0.79]
Addressed Social Norms (ES)
Yes
0.02 [0.02,0.02]
n/a
0.28 [-0.59,1.15]
n/a
0.35 [-0.45,1.14]
No
n/a
n/a
-0.23 [-1.03,0.57]
n/a
-0.21 [-0.79,0.37]
Addressed Skills/Efficacy (ES)
Yes
0.02 [0.02,0.02]
n/a
-0.42 [-1.74,0.90]
n/a
-0.06 [-0.52,0.40]
No
n/a
n/a
0.19 [-1.55,1.92]
n/a
0.01 [0.01,0.01]
Abbreviations. k = number of studies, ES = mean effect size for discrete groups of binary/categorical moderator, β = beta coefficient for continuous moderator, SP =
school personnel, n/a = not enough data to perform calculation
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Type of Violence
The type of violence addressed in the prevention program did not significantly influence
program efficacy. All of the effects are at least trending in the predicted direction, i.e. helping
effects mostly positive whereas perpetration and victimization effects are mostly negative. No
other patterns emerged from examining program outcomes grouped by type of violence. Mean
effect sizes by type of violence for each outcome along with 95% confidence intervals are
reported in Table 1.7.
Student Sample Characteristics
Mean effect sizes by student sample characteristics (region, school level, and
demographics) for each outcome along with 95% confidence intervals are reported in Table 1.7.
Region. Grouping effects by the region (U.S. vs. non-U.S.) did not significantly influence
program efficacy. Trends were not consistent across outcomes. For example, programs in the
U.S. showed a small positive trend in impact on student helping behavior but a slightly negative
trend in impact on student helping intentions; whereas non-U.S. programs showed a small
negative trend in impact on student helping behavior but a small positive impact on student
helping intentions. This was then reversed for perpetration behaviors (U.S. programs had
negative impact, non-U.S. had positive impact) and intentions (U.S. programs had positive
impact, non-U.S. programs had large negative impact).
School Level. Grouping programs effects by school level of the students involved did not
significantly influence program efficacy. One possible trend emerged, although it is likely
influenced by the small number of studies and should be considered cautiously. It appears as
though programs with school personnel involved had a slightly greater impact on middle school
and younger students compared to high school students. Middle school and younger student
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groups showed improvement in helping behaviors, a large reduction in perpetration intentions,
and small reduction in victimization experiences – whereas high school student groups showed
strong effects in the opposite direction. It should be noted that high school students did show a
trend toward greater positive impact for helping intentions whereas middle school students
helping intentions slightly decreased.
Demographics. Identity-based prevention program efficacy in the included studies was
not influenced by the demographic make-up of the student participants along age, gender/sex,
race/ethnicity, sexual orientation, socioeconomic status identities. These results should be
interpreted with caution particularly concerning the latter 3 identity groups, as they were not well
reported on by all included studies.
Program Characteristics
Mean effect sizes by program characteristics that were examined as potential moderators
are reported for each outcome along with 95% confidence intervals in Table 1.8.
Program Components. The existence or lack of a school-wide, student-specific, and/or
school personnel-specific component to the prevention program did not influence program
efficacy in the included studies. Programs that included a school-wide component actually
trended in the opposite direction than expected with perpetration behaviors, intentions, and
victimization experiences all increasing whereas programs that lacked a school-wide component
showed on average a reduction in these same outcomes. No studies that measured helping
behavior or intention included a school-wide component. Student components were so
ubiquitous (98% of studies) there was nothing to compare them against. No clear trends emerged
among studies that included a school personnel-specific component or not.
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Student Component Characteristics. Neither the duration nor the percent of time that
school personnel were present during the student component of the prevention program had any
substantive influence on program efficacy. No clear trends emerged when looking only at
programs that were facilitated by school personnel. Student helping behaviors increased yet so
did perpetration behaviors and victimization experiences slightly, although perpetration
intentions decreased. Content in the student component likewise had no significant impact on
program efficacy. Attitudes were addressed in every program and effects did trend in the
expected direction. Programs that included social norms content mostly trended in the expected
direction except victimization experiences which increased. Programs that included skills and
self-efficacy all trended in the expected direction.
School Personnel Component Characteristics. Neither the duration nor the content of
school personnel-specific components had any significant influence on program outcomes. No
programs that included school personnel-specific components measured either student helping
intentions or perpetration intentions, and only a single study measured student helping behaviors.
Programs that included content addressing attitudes trended in the expected direction for the
remaining outcomes, as did programs that included content addressing skills and self-efficacy.
Surprisingly, programs that included content on social norms on average showed increases in
student perpetration and victimization experiences whereas programs that did not address social
norms on average led to decreases in student perpetration and victimization experiences.
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Paper 1 Discussion
The purpose of this study was to examine the effects of identity-based violence
prevention programs which involve school personnel. The program outcomes investigated were
student helping behaviors and intentions, student perpetration behaviors and intentions, student
victimization experiences, and school personnel helping behaviors and intentions. Based on the
studies collected, our analyses did not reveal any significant impact of identity-based violence
prevention programs which involve school personnel on any of the student-related outcomes:
student helping behaviors and intentions, reduce student perpetration behaviors and intentions,
reduce student victimization experiences. Four of the outcomes examined did indicate significant
heterogeneity, suggesting potential moderators could explain the variation in program effects
(student helping behavior, student perpetration behavior, student perpetration intention, and
student victimization experience). However, we largely did not have enough effect sizes to
conduct formal moderator analyses for any of the sample or program characteristics we coded
for, and those we did conduct failed to reveal any significant differences in impact across studies
based on differences in sample or program characteristics.
Implications
There are several implications of these findings. One key aspect in all meta-analyses is
that they are often answering questions that are beyond the scope of any single study in order to
describe trends across similar programs. While all included studies did include school personnel,
many factors which might impact efficacy could not be ascertained. For example, among
programs that include school personnel as program deliverers, we were not able to objectively
code and compare the types or amount of training they received before delivering the program to
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their students. Our findings are also based on a wide diversity of programs that share a common
element but address different types of identity-based violence through a variety of different
mechanisms and in different community and country contexts. The small number of studies
included, coupled with unequal proportions in the number of studies which address different
types of violence, made it impossible to examine interactions among program characteristics.
Future program evaluations that examine these aspects directly are needed. For example, whether
shorter or longer training to present the same program impacts program efficacy. Evaluation of
programs that seek to address multiple types of bias and identity-biased violence in the same
program are also needed to help connect research findings together.
All included studies had to meet rigorous design standards, specifically utilizing a prepost-control design in order to isolate the impact of the program on the measured outcomes. A
pre-post-control design can require significant financial and human resources to administer
which may have artificially biased findings in some ways. For example, such programs might
tend to utilize external facilitators given access to more resources to have specific trained
personnel to deliver the program in a more controlled fashion that is ideal for controlling
program fidelity. However, programs that are designed to be more reliant on school personnel
and activating them as the program proponents and deliverers may be by definition less wellfunded and so potentially also less likely to be evaluated using a pre-post-control design. Many
unpublished manuscripts and reports were excluded based on this criterion. In future studies that
examine school personnel involvement with programs it may be prudent to allow for the
inclusion of less rigorously designed studies so as to see the broader field beyond the peerreviewed literature. Alternately greater funding is needed to allow for more small-scale yet
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rigorous evaluations of potentially promising programs that might be more dependent on school
personnel for support and implementation.
Limitations
This meta-analysis also has several limitations that deliver indications of where future
research is needed and provide ample caution on the application of these findings to the design
and implementation of identity-based violence prevention programs. Although all mean effect
sizes were not significantly different from zero, this does not mean we recommend school
personnel be excluded from violence prevention efforts in future programs. Our analyses are
severely limited by the amount of detail provided when describing the program being evaluated.
This is an issue frequently noted by meta-synthesis researchers (e.g., De La Rue et al., 2017;
Huang et al., 2019). Our focus on school personnel involvement led to a large number of studies
being excluded (n=18) based on not enough information to say confidently whether school
personnel were present in the room when the program took place. Future efforts which seek to
look at specific details which are often not included or described clearly in the brief program
descriptions provided in journal articles should be well-funded and situated within strong
academic networks to allow for first authors to be contacted and possibly even incentivized to
share additional details regarding program characteristics. Clearer and more consistent reporting
standards for program evaluations would improve upon this limitation. Additionally, journals
should more regularly require supplemental materials/datasets be made available online so as to
facilitate cross-program comparisons in the future.
It is clear that behavioral outcomes, compared to attitude or belief outcomes for example,
are still understudied. This is especially true for programs that address race-based and disabilitybased forms of violence, as very few programs met inclusion criteria that evaluated behaviors.
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There are many evaluated programs which do address attitude and belief changes related to these
types of violence (see Beelmann & Lutterbach, 2020), but behavioral measures of race-based and
disability-based violence are less frequently used and there are fewer validated instruments
available to researchers (Neblett, 2019). One potential explanation for this gap is that these types
of violence are more difficult to describe as single or specific behaviors but rather are often about
typical adolescent behaviors being done in such a way or over a repeated period of time that the
target and reason for the targeting becomes clear. Bias and identity-based acts of violence also
tend to be measured differently for perpetration and victimization. Violence perpetration
instruments tend to list concrete situations or behaviors and specific targets of those behaviors
(McCarthy et al., 2018); violence victimization instruments may ask those same questions but
also ask whether individuals feel they were targeted because of their identity or not (Sugarman et
al., 2018). While there is overlap in what those instruments assess they each imply an assumed
motivation for the perpetrator which may or may not be the case. These can be even more
complicated for violence motivated by unconscious prejudice.
Consider the case of racial microaggressions as a microcosm for how difficult defining
race-based violence objectively can become. Microaggressions were originally defined as
“black-white racial interactions [that] are characterized by white put-downs, done in an
automatic, preconscious, or unconscious fashion” (Pierce, 1974, p. 515) and described more
recently as the experience of small, common, and sometimes ambiguous forms of racism which
help to perpetuate systemic oppression based on race (Williams, 2020). Among adolescents, a
single microaggression incident might look like a Black student excluded from playing a game
by a White student at recess. Unless there are specific racial epitaphs or slurs used as verbal
insults as part of the exclusionary behavior, this may not be something bystanders to the situation
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even notice or identify as harmful. And while a prevention program can address the specific slurs
and define them as harmful, it will be harder to address automatic, preconscious, or unconscious
decisions adolescents might make regarding who they include or exclude from their game during
recess. Reliable and validated scales are needed that researchers can use to assess experiences of
identity-based violence more consistently across studies and populations.
Future Directions
Expanding the scope of included studies beyond school-based programs is an important
area for future research into the role of school personnel in violence prevention. Although the
present meta-analysis looked specifically at school-based programs, several dozen excluded
program evaluation studies, including many that address disability stigma, were not school-based
but rather community-based or family-based. It is unclear in the literature to what extent school
personnel would lose their authority or role-modeling potential if they are out of the school
context. Future research could explore the extent to which school personnel can be involved in
non-school-based programs to identify additional roles they can play in addressing violence.
Identity-based violence in particular may need to be addressed more holistically through a
community-level intervention rather than only a school-level intervention.
Although overall effects were null, significant heterogeneity indicates at least some
programs are effective in changing behaviors related to identity-based violence as desired.
However, the literature desperately needs additional research in order to identify the complex
sample and program characteristics, and likely their interactions, which are most likely to make
identity-based violence prevention programs effective. As noted above, these efforts would be
aided by more rigorous study designs, the creation and use of more consistent measurement
instruments for behavioral outcomes, and improved reporting standards for program descriptions.
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CHAPTER II:
PAPER 2: MIDDLE SCHOOL EDUCATORS’ NETWORKED EXPERIENCES WITH
YOUTH VIOLENCE: A PHENOMENOLOGICAL STUDY
Paper 2 Abstract
This qualitative phenomenological study explores both educators’ experiences with youth
violence and how those experiences changed during social distancing due to the COVID-19
pandemic. The participants were 20 teachers, counselors, and case managers in Maine public
middle schools. Notable findings indicate that educators experience youth violence by directly
observing violence and indirectly hearing about violence afterward; frequently educators
network these experiences together with each other to identify patterns and students in need of
intervention. Social distancing appeared to reduce much of the violence educators saw or heard
about among their students, although the impacts on online forms of violence were less clear.
Additionally, social distancing disrupted those multiple sources of information and avenues for
how educators communicated with their students, which made it harder to see networked patterns
and know when students needed help.
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Paper 2 Introduction
Teachers and other school personnel can play an important role in reducing violence.
Every year one in every five adolescents in the United States is a victim of interpersonal violence
(Basile et al., 2020). Nearly two-thirds of that victimization occurs at school or on the way to and
from school (NCES et al., 2020b). Interpersonal violence is a broad term that includes physical,
verbal, relational, sexual, and technology-facilitated or cyber behaviors meant to harm or
threaten harm toward another person (Mercy et al., 2017). Among adolescents, these behaviors
are sometimes called youth violence, or even bullying and harassment when they occur
repeatedly. But even a single time is enough for adolescent victims to experience a variety of
negative outcomes including hopelessness, obesity, suicidal thoughts, binge drinking, and drug
use compared to their non-victimized peers (CDC, 2021). Youth violence has been a recognized
serious public health issue since the early 1990s, when the Centers for Disease Control (CDC)
first implemented the Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance System (YRBS) and released
preliminary guidance on how communities could work to reduce violence (Dahlberg & Mercy,
2009) with many recommendations focused on school-based solutions (David-Ferdon et al.,
2016). Despite this attention to schools as the site of violence and prevention efforts, the
literature addressing youth violence holds few studies examining the lived experiences of
educators, those teachers, coaches, counselors, and other school staff who are directly involved
in the daily education and development of adolescents (Macaulay et al., 2018; Yoon & Bauman,
2014). The primary goal of the current study is to address this gap in understanding educators’
experiences with the phenomenon of youth violence by gathering qualitative data about their
lived experiences.

82

Youth Violence
Youth violence continues to impact the majority of adolescents despite decades of
attention and efforts at prevention (Basile et al., 2020). Estimates of youth violence can vary
widely depending on what specific behaviors researchers include in their measure (Volk et al.,
2017). For example, researchers interested in bullying tend to focus on physical, verbal, and
relational behaviors. Physical violence includes pushing, shoving, or hitting. Verbal violence
includes insults, demeaning comments about the person or people close to them, name calling, or
spreading rumors. Relational violence includes excluding a person from games or activities,
telling others not to be friends with that person, or ending relationships in order to isolate the
person from others. Other forms of youth violence, such as sexual violence and cyberbullying,
are usually studied separately. Sexual violence includes such violence that is sexual in nature;
these can occur in romantic, dating, or sexual relationships, as well as between two people who
do not know each other such as sexual assault, rape, stalking, or unwanted touching. Finally,
when bullying or sexually violent behaviors happen through technology (like a smart phone, or
via the internet through social media, etc.) they might be referred to as cyberbullying or
technology-facilitated violence.
Considered altogether, youth violence impacts most adolescents in some way, either
directly as a perpetrator or victim themselves or indirectly by harming someone they know (CDC
et al., 2021). Some types of youth violence are more prevalent than others. The 2019 YRBS
(Basile et al., 2020) reported that, among US high school students, about one in ten experienced
sexual violence, one in seven experienced cyber bullying, and one in five experienced some form
of verbal, physical, or relational bullying on school property in the past year. However, this
general description is only the surface of a much more complex problem.
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Violence victimization can also vary across social identities; disproportionately
impacting adolescents who hold socially marginalized and systematically devalued identities
(Russell et al., 2012). Rates of sexual violence victimization are elevated among female students
(one in seven) and also among lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, and/or questioning (LGBTQ)
students (one in five). Rates of general bullying victimization on school property are also
elevated to one in three for LGBTQ students (Basile et al., 2020). One in ten US middle and high
school students report peer harassment based on their religion (Russell et al., 2012). Almost one
in two Muslim children and one in five Jewish child in the US report experiencing peer bullying
about their religion in the past year (Mogahed & Chouhoud, 2017). Race-related harassment is
reported by one in seven youth (Russell et al., 2012); with about half of US Black and Latinx
adolescents experiencing three or more instances of disrespect, threats of violence, or insults
perceived to be about their race or ethnicity every month (Douds & Hout, 2020). About one in 20
youth report harassment in the past year based on their disability, mental illness, or perceived
mental health (Russell et al., 2012). Nationally representative studies of violence among US
transgender youth are less common, but studies conducted among this population suggest more
than half of adolescents who are out as transgender or perceived to be transgender experience
abuse from a peer or an intimate partner before finishing high school (Dank et al., 2014;
Goldenberg et al., 2018). Studies that examine victimization intersectionality, or the rates of
violence among youth who hold multiple marginalized identities, are fewer still but usually find
even higher rates of violence. As just one example, in the United States Black sexual minority
youth (56%) and Hispanic sexual minority youth (57%) are more likely to experience peer
physical and sexual violence compared to White sexual minority youth (51%); all three of whom
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are more likely to experience such violence than Black (40%), Hispanic (31%) or White (31%)
heterosexual youth (Gattamorta et al., 2019).
Educator Experiences of Youth Violence
Youth violence frequently takes place on school property (Espelage et al., 2016; Turner
et al., 2011) or else, if not directly on school property, the perpetrator and/or victim is almost
always a student known to the target from school (Hill & Kearl, 2011). One national study of
teachers and educational support staff found that more than half had witnessed bullying twice or
more each month, with 41% witnessing bullying at their school at least once a week (Bradshaw
et al., 2013). Educators also reported on the range of different types of identity- and stigmarelated bullying they witnessed among students: 23% witnessed weight-related bullying, 20%
witnessed sexist remarks, 18% witnessed sexual-orientation-based bullying, and 12% witnessed
disability-based bullying at some point in the past year (Bradshaw et al., 2013).
Other research shows that while educators are aware of the various types of youth
violence among their students, they may be less sensitive to the more subtle behaviors such as
relational violence and harm (DeOrnellas & Spurgin, 2017). For example, Hertzog and
colleagues (2016) found that educators were more likely to identify and label behaviors among
students as bullying but less likely to identify behaviors as teen dating violence. Indeed, Temple
and colleagues (2013) also asked a sample of educators about teen dating violence and found that
only 20% had witnessed an incident while 60% thought it was happening among students but
had never seen it directly. Russell and colleagues (2016) examined responses from over 3,000
California teachers and found a majority of their sample agreed that sexual orientation and
gender-identity-based bullying was a significant problem among their students, but this study did
not address how educators encountered that type of bullying at school.
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Educator Opportunities to Address Youth Violence
Educators have several avenues through which they can address youth violence.
Educators can act as bystanders when they witness youth violence, they can indirectly influence
the school climate relating to youth violence, and they can be involved in youth violence
prevention programs based at school.
Bystander Intervention
Educators are in a position to respond as a bystander directly and quickly to youth
violence that occurs in front of them (Byers et al., 2011; Migliaccio, 2015). A bystander is
someone not directly involved in a situation as a perpetrator or victim who could respond
positively (i.e. intervening to stop the harm), or negatively (i.e. joining in to help the perpetrator)
(Gini et al., 2008). Yet just because a teacher is present does not mean that they will see or hear
about everything. Studies have found that teachers are not always aware of the bullying and
harassment that takes place in their classroom (Demaray et al., 2013; Marshall, 2012; Oldenburg
et al., 2016; Wachs et al., 2019).
There may be contextual factors that influence educators’ perceptions; for example,
educators are more likely to notice that student behavior is potentially harmful to others if they
know someone of the targeted identity (i.e. LGBT-identity-based bullying) (Greytak & Kosciw,
2014; Swanson & Gettinger, 2016) or if the violence is directed toward a female student by a
male student (i.e. sexist behaviors) (Edwards et al., 2019). Teachers tend to identify behaviors
that are done flagrantly or involve physical aggression as bullying but are less likely to label
rumor spreading and other types of relational aggression as bullying (Carrera et al., 2011). An
area that is of particular concern among new educators is how to label and manage cyberbullying
situations (Yot-Domínguez et al., 2019).
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An Unexpected Shift to Online Learning
Online violence such as cyberbullying or aggravated sexting are types of youth violence
which are among the least likely to be identified as harmful by school educators (DeSmet et al.,
2015). Several studies have found that, when surveyed on issues relating to cyberbullying,
teachers most often report receiving little practical guidance on how to handle such situations
during pre-service trainings (Eden et al., 2013; Purdy & Guckin, 2015; Ryan et al., 2011;
Yilmaz, 2010). Fully three-quarters of trainee teachers surveyed toward the end of completing
coursework for their education degrees felt unprepared to manage a cyberbullying situation (YotDomínguez et al., 2019). In another study, 79% of educators surveyed either did nothing (14%)
or referred the matter to another staff member (65%) when informed about cyberbullying
(DeSmet et al., 2015). Teachers often cite a lack of technological understanding or sophistication
as reasons why they hesitate to engage with students about any online situations or label online
situations as bullying or harassment (Nagle, 2018). This hesitation is further compounded by the
fact that cyberbullying can and often does take place outside of school hours and off school
grounds (Anderson, 2018), raising questions about whether the school even has a responsibility
to respond. These findings in the literature are particularly troubling given the shift in
educational settings due to the COVID-19 social distancing measures.
The Spring 2020 and Fall 2020 school semesters looked very different from past
semesters for most students and educators. In March 2020, most of the United States and much
of the world engaged in social distancing, the intentional limiting of face-to-face contact with
others and remaining at least 6 feet from other people in an effort to reduce the spread of
coronavirus, or COVID-19 (CDC, 2020). Although each state’s specific responses and timeline
differed, many took similar steps such as closing businesses and moving schooling online
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(Raifman et al., 2021). For example in Maine, any workers who could work remotely were told
to do so (Maine.gov, 2020a). Ultimately, in-person teaching was suspended for the entire Spring
2020 semester when schools moved their teaching online (Maine DOE, 2020). Many schools
retained remote learning options and hybrid learning (teaching some students in-person and
others remotely) into the Fall 2020 semester as well (Maine.gov, 2020b).
These transitions to fully or partially virtual classrooms were sudden and often placed a
heavy burden on teachers to adapt materials and learn new technologies rapidly (Einhorn, 2020).
A systematic review published just months before social distancing measures were implemented
on the use of online/in-person blended learning found significant barriers to online learning
perceived by teachers (Rasheed et al., 2020). Teachers often reported a lack of technological
competency yet felt pushed by school administrators to offer online tools as part of their courses
(B. A. Brown, 2016).
Pushing content online may also have affected student-teacher relationships. A
systematic review of longitudinal research on this topic indicates that positive student-teacher
relationships predict improved psychological engagement, higher academic grades, more
consistent school attendance, and fewer disruptive behaviors among students (Quin, 2017).
Positive student-teacher relationships also predict greater likelihood of defender intervention in
bullying situations (Thornberg et al., 2017) and lower rates of bullying perpetration (Roth et al.,
2011); in contrast, students who have mostly negative relationships with teachers are more likely
to harass (Lucas-Molina et al., 2015) and bully (Díaz-Aguado Jalon & Martínez Arias, 2013)
their peers. School staff members are usually the first adults told by a student when they see
cyberbullying (Tomczyk & Włoch, 2019) or experience peer victimization (Finkelhor et al.,
2012). When the classroom is moved online, how students relate to their teachers’ likely
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changes. In online learning situations student-teacher interactions tend to decrease and tend to be
associated with lower perceptions of support among students (Zheng et al., 2020).
In addition to a shift in the learning environment itself, other types of teen interactions
and behaviors that usually take place in school settings may have become more prominent and
frequent online during social distancing. While physical acts of bullying may decrease as inperson opportunity was reduced, the move to make education completely virtual may have
resulted in a surge in forms of cyberbullying and harassment. Data is still being collected on the
impact of social distancing on youth violence. Exploring the impact of these changes on
educators’ experiences with youth violence is the secondary goal of this study.
Summary and Current Study
Educator experiences with youth violence are frequently siloed in the literature to pertain
to only a single type of school personnel or a single type of violence. As prevention efforts move
toward more holistic approaches to addressing youth violence (N. Wilkins et al., 2014), such an
interconnected understanding based on educators’ daily experiences with different types of youth
violence is needed. The first goal in the current study is to look at educators’ experiences with
youth violence during ‘typical’ times, before the COVID-19 pandemic. The secondary goal is to
assess changes in educator perceptions of youth violence after transitioning to COVID-19 social
distancing (Spring 2020, Fall 2020). The timing of this study provided a unique opportunity to
investigate how shifts in the operation of schools to completely or mostly online learning may
have impacted how educators experience youth violence among their students. Some facets of
how educators encounter and prevent violence based on the extant literature, such as the
importance of communication or the quality of student-teacher relationships, may have been
particularly impacted by social distancing measures. Thus, specific research questions were: (1)
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What are educator experiences with youth violence like?; and (2) How were educator
experiences with youth violence changed during social distancing?
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Paper 2 Methods
This qualitative study utilizes a hermeneutic phenomenological approach to addressing
these research questions, which is ideal for examining the lived experiences of different
individuals and creating an essential description of the phenomenon experienced (van Manen,
2014). The hermeneutic approach investigates lived experience through description and
interpretation of the meanings embodied in the words and expressions which are used to recount
an experience (van Manen, 1990). Furthermore, qualitative studies are particularly useful when
examining emerging issues with little existing empirical research (Saldana, 2011), such as the
impact of social distancing on youth violence. All procedures and protocols used were reviewed
and approved by the University of New Hampshire’s Institutional Review Board (for approval
letter, see Appendix 2A).
Procedures
Participant Recruitment and Screening
Participants for this study were educators of middle school students (grades 6-8) in
Maine. To recruit participants, a list of public middle schools in Maine was generated using the
Maine Department of Education’s website. Schools were stratified into 20 recruitment groups
based roughly on county and town population size, so that each group included no two schools
from one county and represented a range of town sizes (Creswell & Poth, 2017). This was done
so that the order of recruitment invitations did not overly sample from any single county or from
very large schools. Starting in mid-October 2020, recruitment emails were sent to a new group of
school principals every week. A reminder email was sent to each group of school principals
approximately two weeks after they received their first email if they had not responded. Of the
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106 school principals contacted, 88 did not reply, 2 declined, and 16 agreed to share the study
invitation with their staff (15%).
The invitations asked teachers to complete a pre-survey if they were willing to participate
in an interview about a variety of topics relating to their work, including communicating with
students, youth violence, and the impact of covid. The pre-survey collected basic job details
about the participant, including role(s) at school, prior education/training, time as an educator in
total and at current school; as well as basic demographic details about the participant, including
age, gender, sexual orientation, and race/ethnicity. A total of 27 interested school staff completed
a pre-survey. Information provided about their role(s) at school was used to screen participants
for eligibility prior to scheduling an interview. Eligibility criteria were: a) employed at a middle
school in Maine, and b) spent the majority (more than 50%) of their time in school interacting
with students in a teaching capacity. This could include teachers, teaching assistants, behavioral
interventionists, school social workers, and school guidance counselors. This would typically
exclude principals, school resource officers, administrative staff, custodial staff, and other
physical plant management staff that do not have any regular teaching responsibilities. Presurvey responses for the 20 participants are described in Table 2.1. All educators indicated at the
time of interview that they were engaged in some version of a “hybrid” teaching mode. This
mode of teaching typically involved educators working with some students learning in-person
and some students learning remotely on any given day of the school week. Students most often
alternated between being in-person or remote learning each day of the week (i.e., two days inperson, three days remote).
Twenty interviews were initially scheduled based on order of pre-survey completion and
screening, with the remaining interested school staff kept on a waitlist to be contacted if further
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interviews were needed after coding and analysis. This number was chosen based on
recommendations for qualitative studies (Hennink et al., 2017). Coding saturation was reached
with the initial sample of 20 participants, so no additional interviews were conducted.
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Table 2.1
Pre-survey school and educator demographics
Demographic
School Attributes
Setting
Rural
Suburban
Urban
Level
Grades 6-8
Grades 7-8
Size (per grade)
Students
Staff
Educator Attributes
Race
Non-Hispanic/Latino
White
Multiracial
Prefer not to answer
Gender
Women
Men
Prefer not to answer
Sexual Orientation
Straight/Heterosexual
Gay
Prefer not to answer
Role at School 1
Literacy, English, or Language Arts Teacher
Science Teacher
Math Teacher
Special Education Teacher
Coach
Ed Tech
Case Manager
Behavioral Interventionist
Counselor
History Teacher
Music, Band, or Choir Teacher
Education Level
Bachelors' degree
Masters' degree

n

%

9
8
3

45%
40%
15%

16
4
(Mean)
145
13
n

80%
20%
(Range)
60 - 400
4 - 33
%

20
18
1
1

100%
90%
5%
5%

12
6
2

60%
30%
10%

17
2
1

85%
10%
5%

7
4
4
4
3
2
2
1
1
1
1

35%
20%
20%
20%
15%
10%
10%
5%
5%
5%
5%

10
15

50%
75%

1

Educators also listed a variety of roles not directly related to students yet supporting the overall functioning of
their school including leadership roles among teachers and administration (e.g., Cluster Leader, Expedition
Leader, Teaching Advisory Council) and more recent roles related to the COVID-19 circumstances (e.g., Crisis
Team Chair, Remote Coordinator)
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Interviews
The semi-structured interviews focused on exploring experiences during specific time
periods over a one-year time period. The full interview question guide is provided in Appendix
2B; note that the full interview guide covered a variety of topics, not all of which are analyzed
and discussed in this paper. The interview began by asking educators to describe their daily
school activities and interactions with students during the Fall 2019 (pre-social distancing)
semester. The same questions were asked about daily school activities and interactions during the
Spring 2020 and Fall 2020 (social distancing) semesters. These served to build rapport and
identify the major structural changes that took place in the school setting during social distancing
for each participant. Questions then shifted to focus on educators’ experiences with youth
violence. This transition used an example of youth violence that had been previously mentioned
earlier in the interview. In all interviews, each educator provided their own segue into a
discussion of youth violence at some point during the discussion of daily routines; this allowed
the interviewer to broach the topic naturally by returning to that event and asking for more
details. Once the conversation had shifted to youth violence generally, specific subtypes of youth
violence were asked about once interviewees had exhausted all non-directed examples. Several
probing questions were used to ask about each experience of youth violence shared. These
questions included asking for different situations to be described, reflecting on educators’
responsibility to interview, past trainings related to violence, and potential barriers to helping
students. The final round of questions asked educators to compare and consider how social
distancing had potentially changed youth violence at their school based on their own
experiences.
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All interviews were conducted using Zoom (2020) to allow for audio recording. The
interviews lasted between 40 and 100 minutes, with an average duration of 74 minutes. At the
conclusion of the interview, participants received an email with a gift card code (value $30) and
a debriefing sheet that listed national and local resources they could contact if they needed
support relating to the topics discussed. All interviews were conducted under the approval of the
University of New Hampshire Institutional Review Board.
Provisions for Trustworthiness
Qualitative research relies on several processes to ensure reliability and accuracy of the
findings. To enhance credibility, during recruitment I sought out educators from several different
counties, towns, and schools in order to collect a wide range of participant experiences through
which to describe the phenomena of educators’ perceptions of youth violence. Second,
participants were invited to review their coded transcripts as part of member checking (Creswell
& Miller, 2000). Four participants agreed to do so and approved of the themes and
interpretations. Third, I engaged in bracketing, which is the setting aside of preconceived notions
about a topic by the researcher, thus allowing a better understanding of the experiences shared by
participants about the phenomenon under investigation (Creswell & Miller, 2000). This involved
journaling and reflecting on past personal experiences with interpersonal violence, as a victim,
perpetrator, and bystander. It also involved setting aside personal thoughts about teaching and
education during the pandemic, so that participant experiences could guide interpretation as
much as possible. These were collected in a series of personal memos and reviewed regularly
throughout the analysis process to minimize researcher influence on the experiences and
meanings provided by participants.
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Data Analysis
Interviews were first machine-transcribed using Otter.ai, a verbatim transcription
software that utilizes machine learning. I then read and listened to these initial transcriptions and
corrected any errors. Transcriptions were then transferred to Atlas.ti (Windows, Version 8) to
facilitate analysis. The ultimate goal of this phenomenological analysis was to provide a
description of how middle school educators experience youth violence among their students
before and during social distancing due to COVID-19.
The phenomenological analysis was carried out in several steps (Creswell & Poth, 2017;
Moustakas, 1994; van Manen, 2014). First, I read through the transcribed texts several times,
made notes, and developed initial codes with the goal of a textural description of concepts,
factors, and information (Moustakas, 1994) that influenced educators’ experiences with youth
violence. Through these repeated readings and notations, significant statements within each
interview were identified and listed together. Next, each significant statement was considered
and compared across interviews and grouped to reduce redundancy based on their apparent and
contextual meanings (Creswell & Poth, 2017). In reflecting upon how statements grouped
together to describe educator experiences, the structural descriptions (the setting and context in
which it happened) emerged as organizing and have an impact upon textural descriptions (what
happened). To express this in the findings, structural clusters were labeled as Domains (of
educator experience with youth violence) and then within each domain the textural experiences
were grouped as themes. These domains, their subsidiary themes, and associated significant
statements form the findings of this study, which answer the questions: (1) What are educator
experiences with youth violence like?; and (2) How were educator experiences with youth
violence changed during social distancing?
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Presentation of Findings
The results are presented in third-person descriptions of the domains and themes to
describe educators’ experiences with youth violence. Meanings and details from the interviews
are summarized by the author, with short and block quotes of significant statements included
regularly to maintain the presence of educators’ own words in describing their lived experiences.
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Paper 2 Results
Summary
From the 20 verbatim interview transcripts, 425 significant statements were extracted.
Arranging them into meaningful clusters resulted in 11 domains with 41 associated themes (with
between 2 and 5 themes within each domain). Table 2.2 lists the domains and themes arranged
by research question. The first five domains describe educators’ experiences with youth violence
pre-social distancing (RQ1): classroom, common spaces, online, hearing afterward, and patterns.
The last six domains describe how educators’ experiences with youth violence changed during
social distancing (RQ2): fewer reports, fewer students, no common spaces, no unstructured time,
more uncertainty online, and greater communication barriers. Within each domain, themes
represented recurring topics across educators as well as highlighted the range of educator
experiences. Domains and themes are named using language from educators’ interviews, and
quotes are provided throughout to center educator experiences. Reflections on take-aways and
conclusions based on these domains and themes is held until the discussion.
Table 2.2.
Domains and themes of educators’ experiences with youth violence
Research Question
Domain
Theme
RQ 1: What are educator experiences with youth violence like?
1. Classroom
a. Direct comments to peers
b. Indirect comments about peers
c. I don’t see it in my class
d. I’m surprised it doesn’t happen in my class
e. It can’t happen in my class
2. Common Spaces
a. Hallways
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b. School bathroom
c. Cafeteria
d. Behind my back
e. Sometimes I don’t know if its violence
3. Online
a. I don’t see it online
b. I try not to see it online
4. Afterward
a. From a third-party student
b. From talkative students
c. From another teacher
d. From multiple students
e. I hear about online violence more than I see it (from parents, kids, and
automated systems)
5. Patterns
a. Just listen to them
b. Watch for big changes
c. I need more information
RQ 2: How were educator experiences with youth violence changed during social distancing?
6. Fewer Reports
a. Fewer write-ups
b. Less visible at school
c. No change at all
7. Fewer Students
a. Problem students are remote students
b. Remote learning is a punishment
c. Smaller class size
8. No Common Spaces
a. One room for everything
b. No large gatherings
c. No standing close to each other
9. No Unstructured Time
a. Fewer unsupervised interactions
b. Constant structure
c. No more hanging out at lockers
10. More Uncertainty Online
a. I’m not seeing it any more or less
b. Definitely, probably it is happening more
c. I really just don’t know
d. Kids are more distracted, not more violent
11. More Communication Barriers
a. The COVID police
b. Can’t see your face
c. Can’t hear you
d. Remote learners don’t show body language
e. Remote learners have different behavior patterns
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RQ 1: What are educator experiences with youth violence like?
The first five domains describe educator experiences with youth violence prior to any
social distancing measures due to COVID-19. For the sake of brevity, this qualification of “prior
to social distancing” will not be repeated throughout this section but is the context to which the
quotes and descriptions of the first five domains refer. Domains 1-3 describe the literal spaces in
which educators directly observe youth violence. Domains 4-5 describe the ways in which youth
violence that is not directly observed is nevertheless experienced by educators.
Domain 1: Classroom
Educators most direct experiences with violence were seeing behaviors as they occurred
in their own classroom during class time. This included direct “snide comments and remarks”
(Educator #11) that could be sexist, homophobic, or racist. This also included indirect comments
and insults, such as flouting one’s wealth or parents’ wealth or talking loudly about a biracial
student being “too white, but they’re not white enough” (Educator #5). It could even take the
form of an elaborate conversation two students had within earshot of another student with a
learning disability that required an aide in every class:
“Why is that guy standing there? You know, like, why is he in the class? And
why does he have to sit with her when she's, you know, because they can't
attend in class without, like, a person there?” (Educator #6)
No educators could recall situations of physical violence occurring in the classroom while
they were present; most situations were verbal or relational. As Educator #20 commented about
physical violence, “you don’t see much of that, because it’s a pretty easy one to call out.” Several
answers hinted that violence, especially physical violence, really could not take place in the
classroom without them knowing immediately and “shutting it down” (Educator #2). Or as
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Educator #17 put it: “I don’t think I’ve had anything happen aggression wise in my
room…Because if they were in my room, somebody would have told me, or I would have caught
them.”
Half of the educators could not think of any specific instances that occurred in their
classroom in front of them, even after probes that asked about specific types of violence or
comments targeting different social groups. Educator #7 and Educator #14 both commented that
youth violence was not a frequent occurrence in their own classroom or generally at their
respective schools and offered as an explanation that their towns were “very homogenous” with
little diversity of race, class, or religion.
Some educators, in commenting that they did not see youth violence much, were then
surprised by that realization. For example, Educator #8 said: “I moved into public education,
expecting to hear the word fag dropped all the time. I think I've heard it once” And Educator #9
said: “Honestly yea, I’m actually kind of surprised that I haven’t had to deal with any situations
just because of the age.”
Domain 2: Common Spaces
Outside of their own classroom, several if not all, of the other spaces on the school
campus were mentioned by at least one educator as a space where they had seen violence take
place more regularly among students. This included in the school hallways especially when
students were “relatively unregulated and crowded” (Educator #19), in the school bathroom, the
playground or recess area, on the bus to/from school, and also in the place where students would
wait for the bus. The school cafeteria was mentioned by every educator as a difficult space.
Educator #11 described it as “a huge place where we have fights and issues and arguments and
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everything, all the write ups.” Educator #18 described it more simply as “a zoo…where probably
25% of our behavior incidents occur.”
In addition to listing specific locations, Educator #1 described youth violence outside the
classroom more abstractly as just “whenever your back is turned” whether in the hallway,
cafeteria, etc. so you don’t see it happen, but you hear it and then you have to follow up and
figure out who said what. Educator #5 shared how that follow-up process can quickly get
derailed by uncooperative students: “You would ask the kids [who did it?], they would straight
up tell you, I like you as a teacher, but if I rat out, it's the end of me. So I'm not gonna rat out.”
Not knowing for sure what happened was a frequent circumstance that educators described when
dealing with situations in common spaces where they could monitor students somewhat but not
every student at every moment. Educator #4 described one particularly poignant situation of
uncertainty where everyone involved seemed to change their story once he tried to get involved:
“They’re waving this like branch of a tree around like a penis. And then one
kid who wasn't the one in the game, wasn't the target, kept saying, hey, they're
bullying him, they're bullying him. So when I went to the other student, who's
supposedly the target, he's like, no, they're my friends. They're just like, you
know, being goofy. So I confront the kids, and they're like, no, that's my boy.
To me, it seemed like bullying.” (Educator #4)
Domain 3: Online
A third type of space where youth violence could (prior to social distancing) occur also
emerged from the interview transcripts. Online spaces were a complicated area for school
educators. Uniformly, none of the educators could think of a time when they had directly seen
youth violence of any type take place online. Several elaborated on their answer to clarify that
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they deliberately did not look at online spaces. For example, Educator #5 shared: “Teachers
really shouldn't be having students on their [social media] account. So, I don't see any of this
stuff that they're doing, and I try not to,” and Educator #20 similarly said: “I am sure it is
happening. And I try to stay away from social media.”
This is not to say that educators could not describe what youth violence looked like in
online spaces. Educators gave many descriptions which are included in the next section of
Domain 5: Afterward. But educators did not see youth violence in online spaces in real-time in
the same manner in which they saw youth violence in their classroom or in common spaces
around the school campus.
Domain 4: Hearing Afterward
As part of the interview questions, each educator was asked about a variety of different
types of youth violence. Educators provided many detailed descriptions of a diverse array of
situations they had heard about but had not seen directly themselves. These included comments
and bullying that targeted students because of race, gender expression, gender identity, physical
fights, threatening severe physical harm, cyberbullying by photoshopping a pig nose onto the
picture of another student, aggravated sexting situations, and even weight-based bullying that
took place at school and through online gaming among students. Overall, educators more often
heard about youth violence afterward rather than saw it while it was happening.
This is especially true for youth violence in online spaces. Educator experiences with
youth violence which took place in online spaces or through technology were always described
as situations heard about afterward. These reports could come from parents, other school staff,
from students themselves, or even from automated systems on students accounts or laptops as
Educator #20 commented:
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“If I have a Google document, and I can share it with you, and we can type a
message back and forth and think we're the only ones that can see it. And you
could say great things, or you could say unkind things.[…] I primarily work
with sixth graders who think they're super cagey. And don't realize that like,
Hey, I get a notification when you share your Google Doc. And so that's, that's
helpful.” (Educator #20)
The source of the story or report (some schools had anonymous reporting mechanisms)
for other types of youth violence outside of online spaces was also fairly non-specific and
included most anyone involved with school life. As stated with online violence, parents, other
school staff, and students who are victimized are frequently the source. But it could also be from
an uninvolved student: “It's usually not like Timmy saying, hey, Billy is bullying me. It's usually
like Becky saying, hey, Billy's bullying Timmy.” (Educator #4). It could even be from the bully
themselves just not being able to resist the urge to brag and talk about it, so they unintentionally
report on themselves:
“The other wonderful thing about teaching in Middle School is nobody can
keep their mouth shut. So if anything happens, or somebody does something
bad, the entire school knows about it. Which means the teachers, we all find
out about it, and then we can intervene.” (Educator #12)
Educator #3 stated this clearly: “It really is just about listening. Kids will tell on each other…all
you have to do is listen, you know, all you really have to do is listen.”
The source of the story about what happened could also be another teacher or several
other teachers. Educator #10 described a situation when her student’s behavior in class did not
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match that student’s behavior outside of class toward their peers when another educator told
them about recess:
“I can think of a student I had last year that is the quietest little mouse of a
student. And you would never have any idea that he is like the ringleader of the
bullies. He is the one who is you know, outside on the playground, you know,
being like, You're worthless, you're gay, you're like, [he] puts people down.
You know, you come in second in the race he’s like, better luck next time. Like
just a mean mean kid and has a couple of people that he targets. Otherwise,
he's just delightful in [my] class.” (Educator #10)
Domain 5: Patterns of Violence
Some types of violence are by nature more nuanced than other types of violence. In
several instances educators described how it was not any one single situation that told them
violence was happening, but rather as Educator #10 described just above, a pattern emerged from
reflecting on many different interactions, observations, or secondhand reports about a student or
group of students. Educator #10 talked with other students and staff and combined that
information from those different people:
“A lot of it we suspected, we sort of gathered, was taking place at those times
of transition. So, when they would be going outside to have their breaks, kind
of like when adults [are] not right there being like, What's going on? Those
seemed to be the opportunities, in that free unstructured time of being kids,
which is sad.” (Educator #10)
Educator #3 emphasized the importance of noticing repeated behaviors:
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“It's a kid that's gone to the bathroom the same time every day. And then we
have another kid that's gone the bathroom the same time every day. […] we
had these two girls who were bullying this one girl, and they always went to
the bathroom the same time every day. And I'm thinking, and they're in two
different classrooms. So this is where the whole phone texts, hey, I'm going to
the bathroom, let's go to the bathroom, let's go so we can meet up about, you
know, their plot, they were plotting against this one other girl.” (Educator #3)
Whereas Educator #6 emphasized sudden changes as important:
“It's kind of complicated to explain […] a kid didn't show up for class a lot.
Like, it was all of a sudden, like, she was going to class she was doing okay,
and then all of a sudden she kind of dropped off the radar. So there was like,
okay, where is she? And we're trying to connect, connect, connect, like call her
parents email, email, email, like, you know, you have to respond. And I think I
sent the police and then parents responded like okay, So, but then she confided
that she was feeling like bullied by some classmates, but she wouldn't say who
they were. And so we made an alternative plan for her, like how to get our
work done, and to try to switch her out of that particular class with that
particular group of friends.”
The changes could be more subtle. A student who has previously enjoyed class “now
doesn’t want to come to school anymore” (Educator #1). If educators noticed a change but could
not explain it they could sometimes also reach out to parents. As Educator #10 described the
process: “I might reach out to a parent and say, we’re talking about this […in class], I noticed
your child kind of struggling, […] having an emotional response, just to let you know.”
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Educators also expressed frustration about the way that their ability to see patterns and
understand the behavior of their students can sometimes be hampered by school policy. This
prevented them from having all the information needed to help them be sensitive to the potential
issues their students were facing. As Educator #5 describes it below, this not only made it harder
to support students but also opened the possibility for accidentally exacerbating the situation
without meaning to:
“It's really weird, because some of the laws […] and everything. Like kids, we
can't even know which kids are getting counseling services. […] They just say,
well, the kid’s having a hard time and you're like, well, I see the kid more than
their parents do. Because they're here, like for seven hours in school […] and
you're not going to tell me what's going on with them? So when I trigger them
in class, you know, don't come crying to me because you won't tell me what's
going on.” (Educator #5)
This obstacle of limited information was put more simply by Educator #18, “It’s kept private…I
wouldn’t know I need to be on the lookout for something.”
RQ 2: How did educator experiences with youth violence change during social distancing?
The last six domains describe educator experiences with youth violence during social
distancing. More than that however, these domains describe the change in educator experiences
with youth violence during social distancing in comparison to educator experiences prior to
social distancing. These six domains are named to highlight the sharp contrasts that emerged
between those two time periods. An aspect not directly relevant to youth violence but to educator
experiences across these two different time periods is worth noting here. The general tone of
reflection by educators when recounting experiences during social distancing was marked by
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frequent pauses or exclamations of how different things felt now compared to “normal” or
“regular” school days. Several expressed how difficult it was to think back to prior semesters
because of how truly changed their daily school routines had become as a result of COVID-19
social distancing. Domain 6 encompasses this change directly, describing educators seeing and
hearing about youth violence less. Domains 7-9 describe educators’ efforts to understand and
explain the change in their experiences with youth violence. Domain 10 describes educator
experiences with online youth violence specifically, which emerged as a distinct aspect of how
educators compared their experiences of youth violence prior to and during social distancing.
Finally, Domain 11 describes the ways in which educators were (due to social distancing) no
longer able to connect as closely or as supportively with their students.
Domain 6: Fewer Reports
A question posed to each educator was whether they thought violent behaviors
(generally, and also with regard to specific types) had increased or decreased as a result of social
distancing. Some described this by referencing the number of reports they had received, formal
and informal, about student misbehavior. Answers ranged from no change to a great deal of
change; most described large changes.
Some educators answered in reference to how much the number of incident reports they
knew about at school had dropped. Educator #11 shared: “Things were significantly higher last
year” and Educator #12 shared: “When I looked at it, we had like seven kids in a school of
almost 300, [who] had three or more discipline write ups. And those were for things like doing
something naughty with their computer, and, like vaping, they weren't impactful on the
community or others.” Educator #18 similarly noticed a drop in incidents: “The number of write
ups is down significantly. It's down like 60%.”
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Other educators were more reserved in their speculations, acknowledging reporting of
behavioral problems might be less frequent but expressing skepticism about whether those
behaviors were actually happening less. Educator #3 felt that: “This whole issue with COVID…I
think it’s made it easier for them to get away with it [at home].” Educator #2 thought behaviors
may have simply moved location: “So it might not be as frequent, but…because they’re not in
school as much, we might not be seeing it as much.” That was echoed by Educator #6: “some
behaviors are increasing probably, but not at school.”
Domain 7: Fewer Students
Once educators had thought about how infrequent their experiences with youth violence
were during social distancing compared to prior, the conversation shifted to discussing what
aspects of their teaching and school had changed and might be the cause or a contributing factor
to the decrease in youth violence that they noticed. The simplest answer that about half of
educators mentioned in some way was fewer students physically in class or at school. As
Educator #5 explained it: “Now that the kids are in a class of only 6 or 12, they're not generally
with their friends. […] So they don't have like their posse of kids to back them up.”
Some went beyond the simple factors and shared that many of the typically problematic,
argumentative, or disruptive students were just not in class. Educator #1 observed that many of
the students who chose to be completely remote learners were often difficult in class and “would
be causing the most issues, but they aren’t here to do them [now].” Educator #6 felt that remote
students, rather than harassing another student or “having a problem in class,” would simply log
off and not do their work or engage with the teacher/other students at all.
In addition to more disruptive students choosing to be remote, students who attended a
hybrid classroom but then acted out, even in a way that was not directed toward another student,
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would be moved to remote learning – removing them and their behaviors from the school setting.
Educator #6 told me: “they know if they can’t follow the rule about wearing their mask, then
they’re automatically remote.” Educator #12 appreciated that “students want to be in school so
badly and not be remote.” Educator #17 was very aware that moving students remote was seen as
the ultimate punishment by many students, because “kids have really realized they miss school,
like they hate being remote. They absolutely hate it.”
Domain 8: No Common Spaces
Educators also shared how the nature of the school building and school spaces
themselves were changed as a result of social distancing, which in turn impacted the experiences
that might have taken place there in prior social distancing times but could no longer take place
in those spaces. In several schools, students “walk straight in and they plopped down in their
seat,” (Educator #13) and then stayed in that same room all day long, “kids don’t have
recess…they don’t eat in the cafeteria…we do everything in the same classroom.” (Educator #3).
Even at schools where students did move between different classrooms, large gathering spaces
like the cafeteria or the gym were no longer used at all because of the CDC-recommended
guidelines about limiting large gatherings of people. Even lockers and hallways were changed
and no longer used, with the result that kids “don't have a place to hang out with each other and
bug each other and get into trouble and open a locker in someone else's face. None of that stuff
happens now.” (Educator #8). When educators were in large common spaces with students, the
situation was now completely different as well. If a student was close enough to whisper
something mean to another student or physically hit or touch them, the act of walking too close
to someone itself would draw attention long before the violence took place. Educators were
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specifically monitoring students to be sure they stayed six feet apart, kept their mask on, etc. As
Educator #16 jokingly suggested:
“I suppose they could yell profanities at each other, which is rare anyhow, but
you know, they just don't have the opportunity to mess around…they're
continuously reminded, you know, social distancing, six feet apart, etc.…They
just don’t have a gathering place.” (Educator #16)
Domain 9: No Unstructured Time
A closely related domain to no common spaces was that many previously unmonitored
spaces, such as those common spaces where students typically were not organized into classes,
grades, etc. were now closely monitored. “They don't have time when they're not in a structured
situation.” (Educator #16) which was echoed by Educator #17 “It's very controlled and very
structured, […] it's very military, like, there's a lot more rules now.” Educator #8 summed up the
impact of the increased structure and monitoring:
“I feel like a lot of kids have not had the time to interact enough to learn
about, you know, the deficits of some other kids. And, they don't have that
unstructured time to say something unkind, because there's always a teacher
around…It almost feels like a boot camp of some sort.” (Educator #8)
Even the simple task of walking between classes (in the schools that did have students move
classrooms) was now a structured and monitored activity so that, “there’s no mingling in the
hallway,” (Educator #13). Schools had to “structure how [to] dismiss kids from class to class so
there are only so many kids in the hallway at a time, versus [before] having the entire student
body of 300 kids.” (Educator #18). The result was that “each cohort moves through the hall, the
hallway separately. So they don't even run into their buddies in the hall.” (Educator #12). With
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less interaction and mingling, “there's just less, less stimuli, less opportunities” (Educator #19)
for interpersonal behaviors of any sort, negative or positive.
Domain 10: More Uncertainty Online
Interestingly, educator experiences with online violence among their students may be the
least changed from pre-social distancing to during-social distancing. Yet while the direct
experiences with online violence (or rather the lack thereof) stayed more or less the same, many
educators felt that experiences with online violence should have changed, or maybe had changed.
Uncertainty was the most consistent emotion when educators talked about experiences with
online violence among their students during social distancing. Some were unsure but felt that the
change in school environment would not change who students are, for example: “whether we're
doing Zoom or face to face or hybrid, I personally do not think that their behaviors changed for
any worse or any better, I think, I think the student is the student.” (Educator #15)
Some educators were unsure but leaned toward the idea that while online violence had
maybe increased, they were unlikely to have seen it directly, for example: “I'm not hearing about
it...doesn't mean it's not there. But I mean, with the majority of social interactions moving to an
online format, I can't imagine it doesn’t happen more.” (Educator #7) or “one would think it
would increase because they're online more, but I haven't heard about it…But I can't imagine it's
not happening. But I don't know.” (Educator #16)
Many responded with some variation on “I don’t know” such as “It's hard to know what's
going on with their social media,” (Educator #5). Educator #19’s thoughts when trying to decide
her answer illustrates the uncertainty most communicated about this topic:
“I really don't know. They have more time hanging out on computers. But
again, they're having less catalyst to stimuli to have this or that person. You
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know, be jealous over or have a conflict over or something that happened in
the soccer field. There's less of that. So I don't, I don't know.” (Educator #19)
These equivocal or qualified answers when thinking about how online violence changing during
social distancing contrast starkly with the clear responses given about the sharp decrease in
physical bullying or name-calling in the classroom or common spaces.
Domain 11: More Communication Barriers
Communication, both verbal and non-verbal, between educators and students is important
for educator’s ability to detect those patterns of behavior (Domain 5) that might signal a student
is in distress or engaging in bullying. Many of the educators mentioned how frustrated they were
with the various measures imposed by social distancing and how they hampered their attempts to
communicate and form meaningful connections with their students. For example, the role of
enforcing the new and constantly changing social distancing rules made educators into ‘the
COVID police’ to many of their students, which then made being supportive difficult:
“Every conversation I need to have with a kid [now] is pretty much correcting
something that they can't be doing. Nope, you can't walk away from your desk.
Nope, you can't, whatever. So I'm just one more person who's telling them that
they suck all day.” (Educator #13)
The literal act of communicating about anything, including problems or distress, was also
disrupted by social distancing. Facemasks were mentioned in several ways. Educator #10
described how it made nonverbal cues impossible for her to read:
“Are we feeling yea? Are you feeling meh? [...] You know, whereas before I
could be like, I could see that student's reaction to that. They don't have to tell
me I can see it on their face, that’s so tough [now].” (Educator #10)
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Facemasks in the classroom made it hard for many educators to hear what students said during
class. And some classrooms had even louder distractions caused by social distancing, as
Educator #18 shared:
“I also have had like an exhaust fan running in my room in my window to blow
air out. As another precautionary measure. And with a fan running depending
on my location in the classroom, I really have a hard time hearing kids
sometimes, because some of them are so soft spoken. Like, what can you say
that again? And I just feel like, you know, I feel so bad asking them to repeat
themselves eight times. But finally, I'll get it. And I just, so I definitely think
mask wearing has caused issues with both, you know, understanding how kids
are feeling and hearing their tone.” (Educator #18)
Communicating with completely remote learners who never attended class in-person
brought with it unique challenges as well. For one thing, many school policies did not allow
educators to require students to have their camera on during remote learning. This means that
unless students wanted to have their camera on, educators got zero visual feedback from students
to whom they were talking. Even when cameras were on, some felt just facial expressions were
not enough, “Like it's not all there, the body language. So that is, that's hard with student
relationships…I can’t see their reaction [or] get those cues from them that are so important.”
(Educator #12). Completely remote learners also had significantly different patterns of behavior,
so determining whether a change in behavior was a sign of distress or just a student being bored
and logging off of class became more difficult. Educator #6 described the differences between
pre- and during-social distancing:
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“If we had been like, in person, that is a little easier […], you can kind of like,
that person might show up for lunch a little bit. Or they might say, Well, I don't
want to eat in the lunchroom, or they'd try to come down and talk and maybe
avoid that class [with the bully]. So there'd be a way to figure that out, and
have that conversation. But with the remote learning, it's really complicated.”
(Educator #6)
The statements in this domain convey not only the communication burden educators shouldered
during social distancing, but also make it clear that pre-social distancing a great deal of effort
and thought was put into student relationships and communication. A sense of grief for how
school used to be is clearly evident in educators’ descriptions of these changes.

116

Paper 2 Discussion
Summary
The findings from this study indicate that, pre-social distancing, educators experienced
youth violence through direct observation during the school day in the classroom, common
spaces, and online. More frequently than direct observation, though, educators experienced youth
violence indirectly, hearing afterward about what happened from students, parents, or other
educators. Educators use these direct and indirect experiences networked together to describe
patterns of student behavior or to detect behavior change among students who might be hurting
others or in need of support themselves.
Social distancing due to COVID-19 sharply decreased educators’ direct and indirect
experiences of youth violence. While social distancing appeared to reduce students’
opportunities for some forms of youth violence, the impact on other forms of youth violence,
such as online violence, was less clear to educators. Finally, social distancing disrupted how
educators communicated and interacted with their students, which made it harder to see
networked patterns and know when students needed help.
Networked Experiences of Youth Violence
Domains 1 thru 3 (Classroom, Common Spaces, and Online) describe the variety of
spaces in which educators directly observed youth violence happen – although in the case of
online spaces there was very little direct observation. These locations for where youth violence
happen at school do align with previous studies that map hotspots around school where students
feel unsafe (for example, see Taylor et al., 2013). Domain 4 (Afterward) describes indirect
experiences with youth violence and Domain 5 (Patterns) describes the blended experience of
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piecing together personal observations with stories heard from others. Any single isolated
experience (direct or indirect) with youth violence could thus have both its own meaning as one
incident and also shed new light on the larger dynamic between those students involved. This
makes experiencing and identifying youth violence a networked action; educators are
considering their observations alongside the observations of other staff while also sharing their
own observations with those staff.
Defining the experience of youth violence for educators as inclusive of both direct
observation and indirect hearing about situations afterward is an important contribution of this
study. Many recent phenomenological studies of youth violence (e.g., Baptiste, 2016; Castile &
Harris, 2014; Gutierrez, 2018) have not included the latter, focusing only on direct observations
as experience. I suggest that, while helpful in its own right, this is a limiting view that ignores a
large part of educator experiences with youth violence. Our finding that educators are generally
able to remember and describe a wider variety of youth violence situations indirectly compared
to situations directly observed suggests that these indirect experiences are the larger part of how
educators encounter the phenomenon of youth violence as a regular part of their job. As
described above, youth violence is not simply a singular physical phenomenon made up of a set
of behaviors which can then be observed among youth; it is also an abstract concept and set of
meanings that can be discussed, shared, and considered between educators. That networked
sharing of information changes the experience of youth violence by clarifying the motivations,
the harm, and the patterns. Thus, these experiences of knowing youth violence afterward
(Domain 4) – hearing reports of bullying from students who saw it, talking about situations with
other teachers who witnessed it, receiving emails from parents about what happened – are in fact
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lived experiences of the phenomenon of youth violence right alongside the more classically
accepted lived experiences of direct personal observation of violence in real-time.
While networked experiences may seem like an overly complicated proposition,
educators are likely doing this at a low level subconsciously during the school day with minimal
effort. For example, without some sort of process for combining information, educators would
not notice more chronic forms of youth violence among their students, such as bullying,
harassment, and discrimination, as these definitionally encompass sets of behaviors, and thus
encompass sets of experiences for educators that might be directly their own or indirectly shared
with them by someone else. These experiences require additional information and effort to notice
and understand the harm that is being done to the victimized students and by the perpetrating
students. This process of finding patterns to describe bullying is a complex task which involved a
variety of sources of info. Other researchers looking at similar processes have found that
educators thinking about bullying among students tend to try to identify the intended harm of a
behavior, the perceived harm by the victim, the relationship between the students, the
relationship of the educator with each of the involved students, how often the behavior happens,
and whether behaviors were reciprocated or preceded by prior antagonism (Harwood & Copfer,
2011).
Youth Violence: A Unique Phenomenon for Educators
No two educators have had the same exact experiences across the many varieties of youth
violence, and our findings accurately reflect that uniqueness in educators’ personal experiences.
The unique experiences from educator to educator might reflect different levels of personal
motivation for each educator to engage with prevention efforts for a specific type or situation of
youth violence. Most educators could share a few situations from the past years where something
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very big or very violent happened in their class or to one of their students, and unsurprising they
knew more about those specific kinds of situations and provided experiences that were more
richly detailed and descriptive. But other types of violence that have no personal reference point
or memorable moment for them may seem less urgent to address because they are actually less
tangible and less a part of that educator’s experiences with youth violence. Prevention efforts
might be able to alter educator motivations by incorporating more storytelling and experience
sharing into staff trainings. Prevention programs could begin by asking educators which types or
situations of youth violence they have not seen often or are unfamiliar with. Then, pair staff
based on complimentary histories so that as they share experiences with each other, they are
adding new indirect experiences to their partner’s networked understanding of youth violence.
Educators’ Role in Addressing Online Youth Violence
Online spaces emerged several times in the domains and themes of these findings. Youth
violence in online spaces, like social media, was both actively avoided by most educators, but
online spaces were also believed by many educators to be places where violence does happen
often. Even when most school interactions moved online, educators could not say for sure what
happened in online spaces. Studies have noted before that educators encounter difficulty trying to
monitor online spaces (Macaulay et al., 2018; Nagle, 2018). Expanding that, these findings
suggest educators may intentionally avoid monitoring online spaces.
Despite this, it is also clear that many educators feel concern for their students even for
things outside of their own control, and so wonder about those online spaces all the same.
Training for educators about online violence and online spaces in general needs to be designed to
support them in this particular role. For example, “responding” to online violence has a
profoundly different meaning to educators than responding to bullying in the classroom, because
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educators are not responding to the event in real-time but always responding after it has
happened and the impact has been done. Likewise, training should be relevant to specific school
policies and actions expected of educators. If a school policy has the principal as needing to
respond to every situation of cyberbullying personally, educator training would not need to have
lengthy content addressing all the various types of cyberbullying and how to respond to them.
Educators would need to know how to show support and kindness when receiving a report, how
to help students document online instances of violence, and how to hand off the situation to the
proper person. Schools could provide greater clarification as to the expectations and limitations
of what educators are supposed to do in addressing online violence.
Less Opportunity, Less Violence During Social Distancing
During social distancing educators had very few experiences of youth violence to share.
Domains 7 thru 9 (Fewer Students, No Common Spaces, No Unstructured Time) all describe
structural changes at school which reduced opportunities for students to interact with each other
in unsupervised and unstructured ways – which many educators connected to reduced
opportunities for students to harm each other. This finding suggests that educators see the nature
of these spaces and structures as likely facilitators of youth violence. Work by Astor and
colleagues (2001) found a similar perception among students who described “unowned and
undefined” locations around school as the most violence prone. These were spaces where adults
were usually not present to provide supervision or spaces where it was unclear which adult
students would turn to for help.
Adding increased monitoring and supervision in these areas might be a way to reduce the
contribution of these spaces to opportunities for youth violence. Placing security cameras in
these areas is one way that schools can increase monitoring, however studies have not found
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security cameras to significantly reduce school violence (Fisher et al., 2016; Tanner-Smith et al.,
2018). Alternately, Taylor and colleagues (2013) found promising results in reducing peer and
dating violence through an intervention which first mapped violence hotspots around school
based on student input; then, they created schedules with school staff to regularly monitor those
places during the school day. This approach sounds very similar to the type of close monitoring
that schools actually employed during social distancing. If the schedules, routes, and
organization to do this sort of physical monitoring is already in place, continuing this monitoring
even once social distancing is ended might help to keep youth violence rates reduced.
The cafeteria is a particularly difficult space for educators to supervise. Any space
designed specifically to hold a lot of people is usually not also designed for a small number of
individuals to closely monitor all the people. Although social distancing largely eliminated
incidences of youth violence in this problematic space, many educators expressed a desire to
return to using the cafeteria despite the number of behavior incidents that occur there, out of a
desire to return to normal. One minor modification that might help to keep incidents from
returning to pre-social distancing levels would be to loosely assign seating areas to certain
classes, grades, or cohorts. This could reduce some of the name-calling or bullying that occurs
due to age but still allow for students to see and mingle with their friends.
Student-Teacher Relationships During Social Distancing
Positive student-teacher relationships are important for adolescent development and risk
reduction (Quin, 2017). Having regular daily interactions with students also enables educators to
be sensitive to even small deviations in behavior. Educators are usually the first to notice the
warning signs of adolescent victimization (Arriaga & Foshee, 2004; Eccles & Roeser, 2011).
This study’s findings align with past research that student-teacher interactions are important, not
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only for the student but also for teachers to be able to notice patterns of behavior that might need
additional support or intervention. Social distancing was very disruptive to those small but
cumulative influential interactions which allow educators to get to know their students. Not only
were teachers less able to communicate in ways that were supportive because of social distancing
requirements, but teachers also had to enforce new and changing rules among their students,
placing them in an authoritarian role more frequently during the school day. Educators were
aware of this change and the obstacles that it presented. As schools begin to scale back social
distancing measures and the rules against standing closer than six feet and wearing a mask are
removed, it is likely this obstacle will resolve itself. Yet educators’ relationships with their
students is clearly important for sensing when something is wrong. Students with no strong
connection to an adult at school may be particularly vulnerable to not only experiencing ongoing
youth violence but also less likely to access support resources at school.
Implications for Prevention
The aspect of networked direct and indirect experiences of youth violence has important
implications for school prevention efforts. To date, most prevention programs for educators
focus on individual-level training on how to identify and respond to violence that they witness
directly. Our findings suggest this is not how most youth violence is experienced by educators,
and in fact, trainings on how to individually handle a situation may be the opposite of how
educators routinely consider these sorts of scenarios. Programs might also try involving or
consulting with other school staff and educators in the response. Trainings also tend to simplify
intervention practices by providing vignettes or role-playing scenarios that exactly describe all
the relevant information about the situation. Our findings suggest there is a tremendous amount
of networked effort that produces that kind of information in real situations, and that effort likely
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influences the response itself. Perhaps prevention program scenarios should include practicing
how to combine and share observations of incidents with fellow staff. For example, this could
build upon skills for responding to single-incident types of violence (e.g., name-calling) that are
connected to larger pattern identification skills that are needed for responding to chronic or
systemic types of violence (e.g., homophobic name-calling).
Limitations and Future Directions
Despite its contribution, this study has several limitations that need to be acknowledged.
The study sample was largely homogenous with regard to ethnicity, race, and sexual orientation.
Although the region where the study was conducted (Maine) is demographically homogenous in
many ways, the study sample does not reflect the full diversity of the counties represented in the
sample. As with most qualitative studies, asking participants to reflect upon and describe events
involving the self introduces the possibility that self-serving biases may influence what is
recalled and what is accurately described or omitted by the participants.
The lived experiences of educators are constantly shifting and changing in response to
priorities in the larger world, as the findings about changes form social distancing clearly
indicate. Educators have many different tasks they are held responsible for all day long for
students, for colleagues, for parents, for administrators, and for themselves as well. Connecting
educator perceptions of what youth violence looks like with how educators respond to youth
violence should be a major priority for future studies. For example, perceptions of severity have
been shown to impact how teachers respond to bullying and cyberbullying (Campbell et al.,
2019). There is also some evidence that educator beliefs and attitudes impact responses to certain
types of violence such as gender-based violence (Greytak & Kosciw, 2014) or race-related
discrimination (Grapin et al., 2019). Larger-scale qualitative studies that capture diverse

124

perspectives are needed to address these questions, as are qualitative studies with more narrowly
selected samples examining specific types of experiences or specific identity-group’s
experiences which can begin to parse out how more individualized beliefs and attitudes translate
into responses to violence.
Overall, this study provides a way of seeing and hearing youth violence from the
perspective of middle school educators. An understanding of violence in educational spaces that
centers those adults who are witnessing and responding to violence daily is critical to design
effective and comprehensive prevention. Every student, teacher, counselor, and coach are needed
in the effort to end violence.
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CHAPTER III:
GENERAL SUMMARY
Thousands of adolescents experience interpersonal peer violence every day (CDC et al.,
2021). The majority of the scientific literatures investigating youth violence are nested within
distinct and overlapping silos depending on the type of violence or target of violence. Recent
efforts to address violence have begun to knit these areas of research together to understand
similarities across different types of violence and quantify differences if and when they arise
(Hamby & Grych, 2012; Wilkins et al., 2014). School-based prevention efforts are a popular and
frequently utilized avenue for reaching adolescents with violence prevention messages,
workshops, and educational efforts (Ansary et al., 2015; Beelmann & Heinemann, 2014; Crooks
et al., 2019; Grapin et al., 2019; Palmer & Abbott, 2018). School personnel are frequently
involved with such efforts although their exact contribution to the efficacy of these programs is
not well documented.
This dissertation contributes to the extant literature on school personnel’s roles in youth
violence broadly to address connect silos of violence research together. Specifically, this
dissertation explores the efficacy of identity-based violence prevention programs which involve
school personnel on student behavioral outcomes and school personnel’s experiences with youth
violence during in-person school and during social distancing due to COVID-19.
The first paper provides a look at what scholars currently know regarding identity-based
violence prevention programs which involve school personnel and student behavioral outcomes.
Our findings state programs that have school personnel involvement which seek to address
identity-based violence behavioral outcomes do not on average show significant changes in
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students’ helping, perpetration, or victimization experiences. These results should be considered
with caution and limitations. Meta-analysts frequently note a lack of rigorously designed
evaluation studies that assess behavioral outcomes (Beelmann & Heinemann, 2014; Ttofi &
Farrington, 2011). This scarcity was then compounded by our focus on school personnel
involvement. Nevertheless, our review of the available studies and trends in outcomes suggest
that researchers should continue to involve school personnel in prevention programs yet do so
intentionally and with an eye toward understanding their contribution to the overall program
efficacy.
The second paper brings the voices of educators directly into the research literature to
help guide violence prevention efforts to best involve and support educators as the front-line
responders to many different types of youth violence. Our qualitative phenomenology findings
suggest that educators engage with youth violence in a plethora of locations, situations, and
mediums. This includes both directly seeing violence as it occurs and indirectly through hearing
stories and collecting perspectives from other educators, students, and parents. Educators
network these experiences with youth violence to help them identify patterns of behavior change
that may signal students engaging in violence or may signal a student in distress after
experiencing violence from peers. Prevention efforts which approach youth violence from a
broad lens rather than focusing on specific types and situations may be more effective in
reaching educators as it more closely resembles how they themselves experience youth violence
among their students.
Overall, these two papers represent an important step toward understanding the many
roles of school personnel in addressing youth violence broadly. Such research is of particular
need right now given the increased attention to issues of systemic and institutionalized violence
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that movements like #MeToo (Gluckman et al., 2017) and Black Lives Matter (Howard, 2016)
have many people to stop ignoring the harm and consequences of identity-based violence. Issues
like this, which are rooted in negative norms and prejudice, must be rooted out early and
thoroughly in development before those beliefs transform into violent intentions or behaviors
(Dovidio et al., 2008). School is a powerful and wide-reaching mechanism for doing this work
adolescents. School personnel must be intentionally incorporated into long-term prevention
efforts.

128

LIST OF REFERENCES
Achyut, P., Bhatla, N., Singh, A. K., Verma, R. K., Khandekar, S., Pallav, P., Kamble, N.,
Jadhav, S., Wagh, V., Sonavane, R., Gaikward, R., Maitra, S., Kamble, S., & Nikalje, D.
(2011). Building support for gender equality among young adolescents in school:
Findings from Mumbai, India. International Center for Research on Women (ICRW).
Ajzen, I. (1991). The theory of planned behavior. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes, 50(2), 179–211. COMPS 6. Attitudes. https://doi.org/10.1016/07495978(91)90020-T
Ajzen, I., & Fishbein, M. (1980). Understanding attitudes and predicting social behavior (1st
ed.). Prentice Hall.
Akers, R. L., & Jennings, W. G. (2016). Social learning theory. In A. R. Piquero (Ed.), The
Handbook of Criminological Theory (pp. 230–240).
Anagnostopoulos, D., Buchanan, N. T., Pereira, C., & Lichty, L. F. (2009). School staff
responses to gender-based bullying as moral interpretation: An exploratory study.
Educational Policy, 23(4), 519–553. https://doi.org/10.1177/0895904807312469
Anderman, E. M., & Mueller, C. E. (2010). Middle school transitions and adolescent
development. In J. L. Meece & J. S. Eccles (Eds.), Handbook of Research on Schools,
Schooling and Human Development (pp. 216–233). Taylor & Francis Group.
http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/unh/detail.action?docID=537870
Anderson, M. (2018). A Majority of Teens Have Experienced Some Form of Cyberbullying.
https://ncvc.dspacedirect.org/handle/20.500.11990/1376
Ansary, N. S., Elias, M. J., Greene, M. B., & Green, S. (2015). Guidance for schools selecting
antibullying approaches: Translating evidence-based strategies to contemporary
implementation realities. Educational Researcher, 44(1), 27–36.
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X14567534
Arriaga, X. B., & Foshee, V. A. (2004). Adolescent dating violence: Do adolescents follow in
their friends’, or their parents’, footsteps? Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 19(2), 162–
184. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260503260247
Astor, R. A., Meyer, H. A., & Pitner, R. O. (2001). Elementary and Middle School Students’
Perceptions of Violence-Prone School Subcontexts. The Elementary School Journal,
101(5), 511–528. https://doi.org/10.1086/499685
Badenes-Ribera, L., Sánchez-Meca, J., & Longobardi, C. (2019). The relationship between
internalized homophobia and intimate partner violence in same-sex relationships: A
meta-analysis. Trauma, Violence, & Abuse, 20(3), 331–343.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838017708781
129

Baglieri, S., & Shapiro, A. (2017). Disability Studies and the Inclusive Classroom: Critical
Practices for Embracing Diversity in Education. Routledge.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315642543
Baird, A. A., & Fugelsang, J. A. (2004). The emergence of consequential thought: Evidence
from neuroscience. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society of London. Series B:
Biological Sciences, 359, 1797–1804. https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2004.1549
Balsam, K. F., & Szymanski, D. M. (2005). Relationship Quality and Domestic Violence in
Women’s Same-Sex Relationships: The Role of Minority Stress. Psychology of Women
Quarterly, 29(3), 258–269. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.2005.00220.x
Bandura, A. (1977). Social learning theory. General Learning Press.
http://www.asecib.ase.ro/mps/Bandura_SocialLearningTheory.pdf
Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. W. H. Freeman.
Banyard, V. L., Edwards, K. M., Jones, L., & Mitchell, K. (2020). Poly-strengths and peer
violence perpetration: What strengths can add to risk factor analyses. Journal of Youth
and Adolescence, 49(3), 735–746. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-020-01197-y
Baptiste, K. (2016). A qualitative phenomenological study of teachers’ perceptions and
experience managing violent females in middle school [EDD/CI, University of Phoenix].
In ProQuest Dissertations and Theses (1785396225). ProQuest Dissertations & Theses
A&I.
https://unh.idm.oclc.org/login?url=https://search.proquest.com/docview/1785396225?acc
ountid=14612
Basile, K. C., Clayton, H. B., DeGue, S., Gilford, J. W., Vagi, K. J., Suarez, N. A., Zwald, M. L.,
& Lowry, R. (2020). Interpersonal Violence Victimization Among High School
Students—Youth Risk Behavior Survey, United States, 2019. MMWR Supplements,
69(1), 28–37. https://doi.org/10.15585/mmwr.su6901a4
Basile, K. C., Rostad, W. L., Leemis, R. W., Espelage, D. L., & Davis, J. P. (2018). Protective
factors for sexual violence: Understanding how trajectories relate to perpetration in high
school. Prevention Science, 19(8), 1123–1132. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-018-09403
Beelmann, A., & Heinemann, K. S. (2014). Preventing prejudice and improving intergroup
attitudes: A meta-analysis of child and adolescent training programs. Journal of Applied
Developmental Psychology, 35(1), 10–24. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2013.11.002
Beelmann, A., & Lutterbach, S. (2020). Preventing Prejudice and Promoting Intergroup
Relations. In L. T. Benuto, M. P. Duckworth, A. Masuda, & W. O’Donohue (Eds.),
Prejudice, Stigma, Privilege, and Oppression: A Behavioral Health Handbook (pp. 309–
326). Springer International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-35517-3_16

130

Benatov, J., Berger, R., & Tadmor, C. T. (2021). Gaming for peace: Virtual contact through
cooperative video gaming increases children’s intergroup tolerance in the context of the
Israeli–Palestinian conflict. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 92, 104065.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2020.104065
Benner, A. D., Wang, Y., Shen, Y., Boyle, A. E., Polk, R., & Cheng, Y.-P. (2018). Racial/ethnic
discrimination and well-being during adolescence: A meta-analytic review. The American
Psychologist, 73(7), 855–883. https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000204
Benuto, L. T., Duckworth, M. P., Masuda, A., & O’Donohue, W. (Eds.). (2020). Prejudice,
Stigma, Privilege, and Oppression: A Behavioral Health Handbook (1st ed. 2020
edition). Springer.
Berkowitz, A. D. (2010). Fostering healthy norms to prevent violence and abuse: The social
norms approach. In K. L. Kaufman (Ed.), The prevention of sexual violence: A
practitioner’s sourcebook (pp. 147–171). NEARI Press. http://preventgbvafrica.org/wpcontent/uploads/2013/10/Preventing-Sexual-Violence.pdf
Berlan, E. D., Corliss, H. L., Field, A. E., Goodman, E., & Bryn Austin, S. (2010). Sexual
orientation and bullying among adolescents in the Growing Up Today study. Journal of
Adolescent Health, 46(4), 366–371. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2009.10.015
Bezrukova, K., Spell, C. S., Perry, J. L., & Jehn, K. A. (2016). A meta-analytical integration of
over 40 years of research on diversity training evaluation. Psychological Bulletin,
142(11), 1227–1274. https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000067
Birkett, M., & Espelage, D. L. (2015). Homophobic name-calling, peer-groups, and masculinity:
The socialization of homophobic behavior in adolescents. Social Development, 24(1),
184–205. https://doi.org/10.1111/sode.12085
Blum, R. W. (2020). Gender norm transformative programing: Where are we now? Where do we
need to be? Journal of Adolescent Health, 66(2), 135–136.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2019.11.299
Borenstein, M. (2019). Chapter 20: Heterogeneity in meta-analysis. In H. Cooper, L. V. Hedges,
& J. C. Valentine (Eds.), The Handbook of Research Synthesis and Meta-Analysis (3rd
edition, pp. 453–470). Russell Sage Foundation.
Borenstein, M., & Hedges, L. V. (2019). Chapter 11: Effect sizes for meta-analysis. In H.
Cooper, L. V. Hedges, & J. C. Valentine (Eds.), The Handbook of Research Synthesis
and Meta-Analysis (3rd edition, pp. 207–244). Russell Sage Foundation.
Bradshaw, C. P., Waasdorp, T. E., & O’Brennan, L. M. (2013). Teachers’ and education support
professionals’ perspectives on bullying and prevention: Findings from a National
Education Association study. School Psychology Review, 42(3), 280–297.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02796015.2013.12087474

131

Breiding, M. J., Basile, K. C., Smith, S. G., Black, M. C., & Mahendra, R. (2015). Intimate
partner violence surveillance: Uniform definitions and recommended data elements (p.
164). National Center for Injury Prevention and Control, Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention.
Brinkman, B. G. (2016). Detection and prevention of identity-based bullying: Social justice
perspectives (2015-50912-000). Routledge/Taylor & Francis Group.
https://unh.idm.oclc.org/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&d
b=psyh&AN=2015-50912-000&site=ehost-live
Brinkman, B. G., & Manning, L. (2016). Children’s intended responses to gender-based bullying
as targets and bystanders. Childhood, 23(2), 221–235.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0907568215595095
Brooks, S. M. (2018). Urban high school educators’ perceptions of pre-service and in-service
conflict resolution and violence prevention education [Ph.D., Walden University]. In
ProQuest Dissertations and Theses.
https://unh.idm.oclc.org/login?url=https://search.proquest.com/docview/2021983804?acc
ountid=14612
Brooks, V. R. (1981). Minority stress and lesbian women. Free Press.
Broussard, K. A., & Warner, R. H. (2019). Gender nonconformity is perceived differently for
cisgender and transgender targets. Sex Roles, 80(7), 409–428.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-018-0947-z
Brown, B. A. (2016). Understanding the Flipped Classroom: Types, Uses and Reactions to a
Modern and Evolving Pedagogy [M.S.]. St. Cloud State University.
Brown, C. S., Alabi, B. O., Huynh, V. W., & Masten, C. L. (2011). Ethnicity and gender in late
childhood and early adolescence: Group identity and awareness of bias. Developmental
Psychology, 47(2), 463–471. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021819
Brush, L. D., & Miller, E. (2019). Trouble in paradigm: “Gender transformative” programming
in violence prevention. Violence Against Women, 25(14), 1635–1656.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801219872551
Butchart, A., Burrows, S., & Kieselbach, B. (2019). Violence and public health. Public Health
Forum, 27(1), 2–5. https://doi.org/10.1515/pubhef-2018-0153
Byers, D., Caltabiano, N., & Caltabiano, M. (2011). Teachers’ Attitudes Towards Overt and
Covert Bullying, and Perceived Efficacy to Intervene. Australian Journal of Teacher
Education, 36(11). https://doi.org/10.14221/ajte.2011v36n11.1
Cambron, C., Catalano, R. F., & Hawkins, J. D. (2019). The social development model. In The
Oxford Handbook of Developmental and Life-Course Criminology (pp. 223–247). Oxford
University Press.

132

Campbell, M., Whiteford, C., & Hooijer, J. (2019). Teachers’ and parents’ understanding of
traditional and cyberbullying. Journal of School Violence, 18(3), 388–402.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2018.1507826
Carlyle, K. E., & Steinman, K. J. (2007). Demographic Differences in the Prevalence, CoOccurrence, and Correlates of Adolescent Bullying at School. Journal of School Health,
77(9), 623–629. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1746-1561.2007.00242.x
Carrera, M. V., DePalma, R., & Lameiras, M. (2011). Toward a More Comprehensive
Understanding of Bullying in School Settings. Educational Psychology Review, 23(4),
479–499. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-011-9171-x
Casey, E. A., Lindhorst, T., & Storer, H. L. (2017). The situational-cognitive model of
adolescent bystander behavior: Modeling bystander decision-making in the context of
bullying and teen dating violence. Psychology of Violence, 7(1), 33–44.
https://doi.org/10.1037/vio0000033
Castile, H., & Harris, S. (2014). Cyberbullying: An exploration of secondary school
administrators’ experiences with cyberbullying incidents in Louisiana. Education
Leadership Review, 15(1), 52–66.
CDC. (2016). Web-based injury statistics query and reporting system (WISQARS). Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention, National Center for Injury Prevention and Control.
http://www.cdc.gov/injury/wisqars/
CDC. (2020, February 11). Coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19). Social Distancing.
https://www.cdc.gov/coronavirus/2019-ncov/prevent-getting-sick/social-distancing.html
CDC, C. for D. C. & P. (2021). Violence impacts teens’ lives. CDC \ Vital Signs.
CDC, Violence Prevention, & Injury Control. (2021, March 10). Youth Violence | Violence
Prevention | Injury Center | CDC.
https://www.cdc.gov/violenceprevention/youthviolence/index.html
Charalampous, K., Ioannou, M., Georgiou, S., & Stavrinides, P. (2019). The integrative model of
multiple attachment relationships in adolescence: Linkages to bullying and victimization.
International Journal of Developmental Science, 13(1–2), 3–17.
https://doi.org/10.3233/DEV-180249
Charmaraman, L., Jones, A. E., Stein, N., & Espelage, D. L. (2013). Is it bullying or sexual
harassment? Knowledge, attitudes, and professional development experiences of middle
school staff. Journal of School Health, 83(6), 438–444.
https://doi.org/10.1111/josh.12048
Chiodo, D., Wolfe, D. A., Crooks, C., Hughes, R., & Jaffe, P. (2009). Impact of Sexual
Harassment Victimization by Peers on Subsequent Adolescent Victimization and
Adjustment: A Longitudinal Study. Journal of Adolescent Health, 45(3), 246–252.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2009.01.006
133

Chung, A., & Rimal, R. N. (2016). Social norms: A review. Review of Communication Research,
4, 1–28. https://doi.org/10.12840/issn.2255-4165.2016.04.01.008
Cialdini, R. B. (2008). Influence: Science and practice (5th edition). Allyn and Bacon.
Clear, E. R., Coker, A. L., Cook-Craig, P. G., Bush, H. M., Garcia, L. S., Williams, C. M.,
Lewis, A. M., & Fisher, B. S. (2014). Sexual harassment victimization and perpetration
among high school students. Violence Against Women, 20(10), 1203–1219.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801214551287
Cocco, V. M., Bisagno, E., Di Bernardo GA, Cadamuro A, Riboldi SD, Crapolicchio E, Trifiletti
E, Stathi S, & Vezzali L. (2020). Comparing story reading and video watching as two
distinct forms of vicarious contact: An experimental intervention among elementary
school children. Br J Soc Psychol. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12404
Coker, A. L., Bush, H. M., Brancato, C. J., Clear, E. R., & Recktenwald, E. A. (2018). Bystander
program effectiveness to reduce violence acceptance: RCT in high schools. Journal of
Family Violence, 34(3), 153–164. psyh. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-018-9961-8
Collier, K. L., van Beusekom, G., Bos, H. M. W., & Sandfort, T. G. M. (2013). Sexual
orientation and gender identity/expression related peer victimization in adolescence: A
systematic review of associated psychosocial and health outcomes. Journal of Sex
Research, 50(3–4), 299–317. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224499.2012.750639
Connell, R. W. (2005). Masculinities. Polity.
Cooc, N., & Gee, K. A. (2014). National trends in school victimization among Asian American
adolescents. Journal of Adolescence, 37(6), 839–849.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2014.05.002
Cooper, C., Booth, A., Britten, N., & Garside, R. (2017). A comparison of results of empirical
studies of supplementary search techniques and recommendations in review methodology
handbooks: A methodological review. Systematic Reviews, 6(1), 234.
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13643-017-0625-1
Corporation for Digital Scholarship. (2019). Zotero | Your personal research assistant.
https://www.zotero.org/
Creswell, J. W., & Miller, D. L. (2000). Determining validity in qualitative inquiry. Theory Into
Practice, 39(3), 124–130. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15430421tip3903_2
Creswell, J. W., & Poth, C. N. (2017). Qualitative Inquiry and Research Design: Choosing
Among Five Approaches (4th ed.). SAGE Publications, Inc.
Crisp, R. J., & Turner, R. N. (2009). Can imagined interactions produce positive perceptions?:
Reducing prejudice through simulated social contact. American Psychologist, 64(4), 231–
240. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014718

134

Crooks, C. V., Jaffe, P., Dunlop, C., Kerry, A., & Exner-Cortens, D. (2019). Preventing genderbased violence among adolescents and young adults: Lessons from 25 years of program
development and evaluation. Violence Against Women, 25(1), 29–55.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801218815778
Cuijpers, P., Weitz, E., Cristea, I. A., & Twisk, J. (2017). Pre-post effect sizes should be avoided
in meta-analyses. Epidemiology and Psychiatric Sciences, 26(4), 364–368.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S2045796016000809
Dahlberg, L. L., & Mercy, J. A. (2009). The history of violence as a public health issue. AMA
Virtual Mentor, 11(2), 167–172.
Dank, M., Lachman, P., Zweig, J. M., & Yahner, J. (2014). Dating violence experiences of
lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender youth. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 43(5),
846–857. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-013-9975-8
David-Ferdon, C., Vivolo-Kantor, A. M., Dahlberg, L. L., Marshall, K. J., Rainford, N., & Hall,
J. E. (2016). A comprehensive technical package for the prevention of youth violence and
associated risk behaviors. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention; National Center
for Injury Prevention and Control (U.S.). Division of Violence Prevention.
https://doi.org/10.15620/cdc.43085
De La Rue, L., Polanin, J. R., Espelage, D. L., & Pigott, T. D. (2017). A meta-analysis of schoolbased interventions aimed to prevent or reduce violence in teen dating relationships.
Review of Educational Research, 87(1), 7–34.
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654316632061
de Lijster, G. P. A., Felten, H., Kok, G., & Kocken, P. L. (2016). Effects of an Interactive
School-Based Program for Preventing Adolescent Sexual Harassment: A ClusterRandomized Controlled Evaluation Study. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 45(5),
874–886. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-016-0471-9
Dedousis-Wallace, A., Shute, R., Varlow, M., Murrihy, R., & Kidman, T. (2014). Predictors of
teacher intervention in indirect bullying at school and outcome of a professional
development presentation for teachers. Educational Psychology, 34(7), 862–875.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2013.785385
DeGue, S. A., Holt, M. K., Massetti, G. M., Matjasko, J. L., Tharp, A. T., & Valle, L. A. (2012).
Looking ahead toward community-level strategies to prevent sexual violence. Journal of
Women’s Health, 21(1), 1–3. https://doi.org/10.1089/jwh.2011.3263
DeGue, S. A., Valle, L. A., Holt, M. K., Massetti, G. M., Matjasko, J. L., & Tharp, A. T. (2014).
A systematic review of primary prevention strategies for sexual violence perpetration.
Aggression and Violent Behavior, 19(4), 346–362.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2014.05.004
Demaray, M. K., Malecki, C. K., Secord, S. M., & Lyell, K. M. (2013). Agreement among
students’, teachers’, and parents’ perceptions of victimization by bullying. Children and
135

Youth Services Review, 35(12), 2091–2100. psyh.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2013.10.018
DeOrnellas, K., & Spurgin, A. (2017). Teachers’ perspectives on bullying. In L. H. Rosen, K.
DeOrnellas, & S. R. Scott (Eds.), Bullying in School: Perspectives from School Staff,
Students, and Parents (pp. 49–68). Palgrave Macmillan US. https://doi.org/10.1057/9781-137-59298-9_3
DeSmet, A., Aelterman, N., Bastiaensens, S., Van Cleemput, K., Poels, K., Vandebosch, H.,
Cardon, G., & De Bourdeaudhuij, I. (2015). Secondary school educators’ perceptions and
practices in handling cyberbullying among adolescents: A cluster analysis. Computers &
Education, 88, 192–201. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2015.05.006
Díaz-Aguado Jalon, M. J., & Martínez Arias, R. (2013). Peer bullying and disruption-coercion
escalations in student-teacher relationship. Psicothema, 25.2, 206–213.
https://doi.org/10.7334/psicothema2012.312
Doan, L., & Quadlin, N. (2019). Partner characteristics and perceptions of responsibility for
housework and child care. Journal of Marriage and Family, 81(1), 145–163.
https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12526
Douds, K. W., & Hout, M. (2020). Microaggressions in the United States. Sociological Science,
7, 528–543. https://doi.org/10.15195/v7.a22
Douglass, S., Mirpuri, S., English, D., & Yip, T. (2016). “They were just making jokes”:
Ethnic/racial teasing and discrimination among adolescents. Cultural Diversity and
Ethnic Minority Psychology, 22(1), 69–82. https://doi.org/10.1037/cdp0000041
Eagly, A. H., & Wood, W. (1991). Explaining sex differences in social behavior: A metaanalytic perspective. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 17(3), 306–315.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167291173011
Earnshaw, V. A., Reisner, S. L., Menino, D. D., Poteat, V. P., Bogart, L. M., Barnes, T. N., &
Schuster, M. A. (2018). Stigma-based bullying interventions: A systematic review.
Developmental Review, 48, 178–200. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dr.2018.02.001
Eccles, J. S., & Roeser, R. W. (2011). Schools as developmental contexts during adolescence.
Journal of Research on Adolescence, 21(1), 225–241. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.15327795.2010.00725.x
Eden, S., Heiman, T., & Olenik‐Shemesh, D. (2013). Teachers’ perceptions, beliefs and concerns
about cyberbullying. British Journal of Educational Technology, 44(6), 1036–1052.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8535.2012.01363.x
Edwards, K. M., Rodenhizer, K. A., & Eckstein, R. P. (2017). School personnel’s bystander
action in situations of dating violence, sexual violence, and sexual harassment among
high school teens: A qualitative analysis. Journal of Interpersonal Violence.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260517698821
136

Edwards, K. M., Sessarego, S. N., Banyard, V. L., Rizzo, A. J., & Mitchell, K. J. (2019). School
personnel’s bystander action in situations of teen relationship abuse and sexual assault:
Prevalence and correlates. Journal of School Health, 89(5), 345–353.
https://doi.org/10.1111/josh.12751
Edwards, K. M., Sessarego, S. N., Mitchell, K. J., Chang, H., Waterman, E. A., & Banyard, V. L.
(2020). Preventing teen relationship abuse and sexual assault through bystander training:
Intervention outcomes for school personnel. American Journal of Community
Psychology, 65(1/2), 160–172. https://doi.org/10.1002/ajcp.12379
Einhorn, E. (2020, March 16). As coronavirus closes schools, teachers and families brace for
massive experiment in online education. NBC News.
https://www.nbcnews.com/news/education/coronavirus-closes-schools-teachers-familiesbrace-massive-experiment-online-education-n1160966
Ellerbrock, C. R., Denmon, J., Owens, R., & Lindstrom, K. (2015). Fostering a developmentally
responsive middle-to-high school transition: The role of transition supports. Middle
Grades Research Journal, 10(1), 83–101.
Espelage, D. L., Hong, J. S., Merrin, G. J., Davis, J. P., Rose, C. A., & Little, T. D. (2018). A
longitudinal examination of homophobic name-calling in middle school: Bullying,
traditional masculinity, and sexual harassment as predictors. Psychology of Violence,
8(1), 57–66. https://doi.org/10.1037/vio0000083
Espelage, D. L., Hong, J. S., Rinehart, S., & Doshi, N. (2016). Understanding types, locations, &
perpetrators of peer-to-peer sexual harassment in U.S. middle schools: A focus on sex,
racial, and grade differences. Children and Youth Services Review, 71, 174–183.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2016.11.010
Everhart, A., & Hunnicutt, G. (2013). Intimate partner violence among self-identified queer
victims: Towards an intersectional awareness in scholarship and organizing surrounding
gender-based violence. In Gendered Perspectives on Conflict and Violence: Part A (Vol.
18A, pp. 67–88). Emerald Group Publishing Limited. https://doi.org/10.1108/S15292126(2013)000018A007
Farmer, T. W., McAuliffe Lines, M., & Hamm, J. V. (2011). Revealing the invisible hand: The
role of teachers in children’s peer experiences. Journal of Applied Developmental
Psychology, 32(5), 247–256. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2011.04.006
Fernández-Fuertes, A. A., Carcedo, R. J., Orgaz, B., & Fuertes, A. (2018). Sexual coercion
perpetration and victimization: Gender similarities and differences in adolescence.
Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 33(16), 2467–2485.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260518774306
Fineran, S., & Bolen, R. M. (2006). Risk factors for peer sexual harassment in schools. Journal
of Interpersonal Violence, 21(9), 1169–1190. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260506290422

137

Finkelhor, D., Ormrod, R., Turner, H., Hamby, S., & US Department of Justice, O. of J. J. and D.
P. (2012). Child and Youth Victimization Known to Police, School, and Medical
Authorities. National Survey of Children’s Exposure to Violence. Juvenile Justice
Bulletin. In Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 810 Seventh Street NW, Washington, DC 20531.
Tel: 202-307-5911; Web site: http://www.ojjdp.gov). Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention; eric.
https://unh.idm.oclc.org/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&d
b=eric&AN=ED531635&site=ehost-live
Finkelhor, D., Shattuck, A., Turner, H. A., & Hamby, S. L. (2014). The lifetime prevalence of
child sexual abuse and sexual assault assessed in late adolescence. Journal of Adolescent
Health, 55(3), 329–333. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2013.12.026
Fisher, B., Gardella, J. H., & Tanner-Smith, E. (2016). School Security Measures and Students’
Perceptions of School Climate. AERA Online Paper Repository. eric.
https://unh.idm.oclc.org/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&d
b=eric&AN=ED595518&site=ehost-live
Fredriksen, K., & Rhodes, J. (2004). The role of teacher relationships in the lives of students.
New Directions for Youth Development, 2004(103), 45–54. https://doi.org/10.1002/yd.90
Gaertner, S. L., & Dovidio, J. F. (2011). Common Ingroup Identity Model. In The Encyclopedia
of Peace Psychology. American Cancer Society.
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470672532.wbepp041
Gardner, S. P. (2001). Evaluation of the “Connections: Relationships and marriage” curriculum.
Journal of Family and Consumer Sciences Education, 19(1), 1–14.
Gattamorta, K. A., Salerno, J. P., & Castro, A. J. (2019). Intersectionality and Health Behaviors
Among US High School Students: Examining Race/Ethnicity, Sexual Identity, and Sex.
Journal of School Health, 89(10), 800–808. https://doi.org/10.1111/josh.12817
Gavine, A. J., Donnelly, P. D., & Williams, D. J. (2016). Effectiveness of universal school-based
programs for prevention of violence in adolescents. Psychology of Violence, 6(3), 390–
399. https://doi.org/10.1037/vio0000052
Gender Equity Resource Center. (2020). Definition of Terms | Gender Nonconforming.
https://campusclimate.berkeley.edu/students/ejce/geneq/resources/lgbtqresources/definition-terms
Gest, S. D., & Rodkin, P. C. (2011). Teaching practices and elementary classroom peer
ecologies. Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology, 32(5), 288–296.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2011.02.004
Gini, G., Pozzoli, T., Borghi, F., & Franzoni, L. (2008). The role of bystanders in students’
perception of bullying and sense of safety. Journal of School Psychology, 46(6), 617–
638. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2008.02.001
138

Gluckman, N., Read, B., Mangan, K., & Quilantan, B. (2017, November 13). Sexual harassment
and assault in higher ed: What’s happened since Weinstein. The Chronicle of Higher
Education. https://www.chronicle.com/article/Sexual-HarassmentAssault/241757
Goldenberg, T., Jadwin-Cakmak, L., & Harper, G. W. (2018). Intimate partner violence among
transgender youth: Associations with intrapersonal and structural factors. Violence and
Gender, 5(1), 19–25. https://doi.org/10.1089/vio.2017.0041
Gonzalez‐Guarda, R. M., Cummings, A. M., Pino, K., Malhotra, K., Becerra, M. M., & Lopez, J.
E. (2014). Perceptions of adolescents, parents, and school personnel from a
predominantly Cuban American community regarding dating and teen dating violence
prevention. Research in Nursing & Health, 37(2), 117–127.
https://doi.org/10.1002/nur.21588
Grant, J. M., Mottet, L. A., Tanis, J., Harrison, J., Herman, J. L., & Keisling, M. (2011). Injustice
at every turn: A report of the national transgender discrimination survey. National
Center for Transgender Equality and National Gay and Lesbian Task Force.
https://www.transequality.org/sites/default/files/docs/resources/NTDS_Report.pdf
Grapin, S. L., Griffin, C. B., Naser, S. C., Brown, J. M., & Proctor, S. L. (2019). School-Based
Interventions for Reducing Youths’ Racial and Ethnic Prejudice. Policy Insights from the
Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 6(2), 154–161.
https://doi.org/10.1177/2372732219863820
Gregory, A., Cornell, D., Fan, X., Sheras, P., Shih, T.-H., & Huang, F. (2010). Authoritative
school discipline: High school practices associated with lower bullying and victimization.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 102(2), 483–496. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018562
Greytak, E. A., & Kosciw, J. G. (2014). Predictors of US teachers’ intervention in anti-lesbian,
gay, bisexual, and transgender bullying and harassment. Teaching Education, 25(4), 410–
426. https://doi.org/10.1080/10476210.2014.920000
Griffiths, K. M., Carron‐Arthur, B., Parsons, A., & Reid, R. (2014). Effectiveness of programs
for reducing the stigma associated with mental disorders. A meta-analysis of randomized
controlled trials. World Psychiatry, 13(2), 161–175. https://doi.org/10.1002/wps.20129
Gruber, J. E., & Fineran, S. (2016). Sexual harassment, bullying, and school outcomes for high
school girls and boys. Violence Against Women, 22(1), 112–133.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801215599079
Gutierrez, G. (2018). A study of educators experience in managing cyberbullying [D.Ed.,
University of Phoenix].
https://media.proquest.com/media/pq/classic/doc/4327172661/fmt/ai/rep/NPDF?_s=%2B
5VjHqOnlyLQgSPI5NZyFxAudug%3D
Guy, A. (2017). The Social and Emotional Profiles of Adolescent Bullies, Victims, and BullyVictims [Ph.D.]. University of Warwick.
139

Hamby, S., & Grych, J. (2012). The Web of Violence: Exploring Connections Among Different
Forms of Interpersonal Violence and Abuse (2013th edition). Springer.
Harwood, D., & Copfer, S. (2011). Teasing in Schools: What Teachers have to Say. The
International Journal of Interdisciplinary Social Sciences: Annual Review, 6(3), 75–92.
https://doi.org/10.18848/1833-1882/CGP/v06i03/52032
Hasbrouck, L. M. (2020). Adolescent Violence. In Encyclopedia.com.
Hedges, L. V. (1981). Distribution theory for Glass’s estimator of effect size and related
estimators. Journal of Educational Statistics, 6(2), 107–128.
https://doi.org/10.3102/10769986006002107
Hektner, J. M., & Swenson, C. A. (2012). Links from teacher beliefs to peer victimization and
bystander intervention: Tests of mediating processes. The Journal of Early Adolescence,
32(4), 516–536. https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431611402502
Hendrickx, M. M. H. G., Mainhard, M. T., Boor-Klip, H. J., Cillessen, A. H. M., & Brekelmans,
M. (2016). Social dynamics in the classroom: Teacher support and conflict and the peer
ecology. Teaching and Teacher Education, 53, 30–40.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2015.10.004
Hennink, M. M., Kaiser, B. N., & Marconi, V. C. (2017). Code Saturation Versus Meaning
Saturation: How Many Interviews Are Enough? Qualitative Health Research, 27(4),
591–608. https://doi.org/10.1177/1049732316665344
Hertzog, J. L., Harpel, T., & Rowley, R. (2016). Is it bullying, teen dating violence, or both?
Student, school staff, and parent perceptions. Children & Schools, 38(1), 21–29. psyh.
https://doi.org/10.1093/cs/cdv037
Hill, C., & Kearl, H. (2011). Crossing the line: Sexual harassment at school (No. 978-1-87992241–9). AAUW.
https://unh.idm.oclc.org/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&d
b=eric&AN=ED525785&site=ehost-live
Hollander, J. A. (2018). Women’s self-defense and sexual assault resistance: The state of the
field. Sociology Compass, 12(8), e12597. https://doi.org/10.1111/soc4.12597
Hollander, J. A., & Cunningham, J. (2020). Empowerment Self-Defense Training in a
Community Population. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 44(2), 187–202.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684319897937
Holtzman, M., & Menning, C. L. (2019). Developments in Sexual Assault Resistance Education:
Combining Risk Reduction and Primary Prevention. Journal of Applied Social Science,
13(1), 7–25.

140

Hong, J. S., & Espelage, D. L. (2012). A review of research on bullying and peer victimization in
school: An ecological system analysis. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 17(4), 311–322.
psyh. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2012.03.003
Horowitz, A., & Itzkowitz, M. (2011). LGBTQ youth in American schools: Moving to the
middle. Middle School Journal (J3), 42(5), 32–38. eric.
Huang, Y., Espelage, D. L., Polanin, J. R., & Hong, J. S. (2019). A meta-analytic review of
school-based anti-bullying programs with a parent component. International Journal of
Bullying Prevention, 1(1), 32–44. https://doi.org/10.1007/s42380-018-0002-1
Huckstadt, L. K., & Shutts, K. (2014). How Young Children Evaluate People With and Without
Disabilities. Journal of Social Issues, 70(1), 99–114. https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12049
Hymel, S., & Espelage, D. L. (2018). Preventing aggression and youth violence in schools. In T.
Malti & K. H. Rubin (Eds.), Handbook of child and adolescent aggression. (2018-40417018; pp. 360–380). The Guilford Press; psyh.
https://unh.idm.oclc.org/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&d
b=psyh&AN=2018-40417-018&site=ehost-live
Jaime, M. C. D., McCauley, H. L., Tancredi, D. J., Decker, M. R., Silverman, J. G., O’Connor,
B., & Miller, E. (2018). Implementing a coach-delivered dating violence prevention
program with high school athletes. Prevention Science, 19(8), 1113–1122. psyh.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-018-0909-2
James, S. E., Herman, J. L., Rankin, S., Keisling, M., Mottet, L., & Anafi, M. (2016). The Report
of the 2015 U.S. Transgender Survey. National Center for Transgender Equality.
https://www.transequality.org/sites/default/files/docs/USTS-Full-Report-FINAL.PDF
Jerald, M. C., Ward, L. M., Moss, L., Thomas, K., & Fletcher, K. D. (2017). Subordinates, Sex
Objects, or Sapphires? Investigating Contributions of Media Use to Black Students’
Femininity Ideologies and Stereotypes About Black Women. Journal of Black
Psychology, 43(6), 608–635. https://doi.org/10.1177/0095798416665967
Jewell, J., Brown, C. S., & Perry, B. (2015). All my friends are doing it: Potentially offensive
sexual behavior perpetration within adolescent social networks. Journal of Research on
Adolescence, 25(3), 592–604. https://doi.org/10.1111/jora.12150
Jouriles, E. N., Rosenfield, D., Yule, K., Sargent, K. S., & McDonald, R. (2016). Predicting
high-school students’ bystander behavior in simulated dating violence situations. Journal
of Adolescent Health, 58(3), 345–351. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2015.11.009
Katz, J. (2018). Bystander training as leadership training: Notes on the origins, philosophy, and
pedagogy of the mentors in violence prevention model. Violence Against Women, 24(15),
1755–1776. psyh. https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801217753322
Keller, M. L. (2011). Understanding the role of culture and gender in peer relations: Indirect and
direct aggression in middle school Caucasian and Mexican American students [Ph.D.,
141

Alliant International University, San Diego]. In ProQuest Dissertations and Theses.
https://unh.idm.oclc.org/login?url=https://search.proquest.com/docview/886472137?acco
untid=14612
Kettrey, H. H., & Marx, R. A. (2020). Effects of bystander sexual assault prevention programs
on promoting intervention skills and combatting the bystander effect: A systematic
review and meta-analysis. Journal of Experimental Criminology.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11292-020-09417-y
Klemmer, C. L., Rusow, J., Goldbach, J., Kattari, S. K., & Rice, E. (2019). Socially assigned
gender nonconformity and school violence experience among transgender and cisgender
adolescents. Journal of Interpersonal Violence.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260519844781
Konstantopoulos, S., & Hedges, L. V. (2019). Chapter 12: Statistically analyzing effect sizes:
Fixed- and random-effects models. In H. Cooper, L. V. Hedges, & J. C. Valentine (Eds.),
The Handbook of Research Synthesis and Meta-Analysis (3rd edition, pp. 245–280).
Russell Sage Foundation.
Kovalenko, A. G., Abraham, C., Graham-Rowe, E., Levine, M., & O’Dwyer, S. (2020). What
works in violence prevention among young people?: A systematic review of reviews.
Trauma, Violence, & Abuse, 152483802093913.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838020939130
Labhardt, D., Holdsworth, E., Brown, S., & Howat, D. (2017). You see but you do not observe:
A review of bystander intervention and sexual assault on university campuses.
Aggression and Violent Behavior, 35, 13–25. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2017.05.005
Lanier, Y., Sommers, M. S., Fletcher, J., Sutton, M. Y., & Roberts, D. D. (2017). Examining
Racial Discrimination Frequency, Racial Discrimination Stress, and Psychological WellBeing Among Black Early Adolescents. Journal of Black Psychology, 43(3), 219–229.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0095798416638189
Lee, C., & Wong, J. S. (2020). Examining the effects of teen dating violence prevention
programs: A systematic review and meta-analysis. Journal of Experimental Criminology.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11292-020-09442-x
Lee, R. T., Perez, A. D., Boykin, C. M., & Mendoza-Denton, R. (2019). On the prevalence of
racial discrimination in the United States. PLoS ONE, 14(1).
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0210698
Lei, X., Bussey, K., Hay, P., Mond, J., Trompeter, N., Lonergan, A., & Mitchison, D. (2019).
Prevalence and correlates of sexual harassment in Australian adolescents. Journal of
School Violence, 0(0), 1–13. https://doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2019.1699800
Lenhard, W., & Lenhard, A. (2016). Calculation of effect sizes.
https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.17823.92329
142

Levine, E. (2017). Sexual violence among middle school students: The effects of gender and
dating experience. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 32(14), 2059–2082.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260515590786
Liasidou, A., & Gregoriou, A. (2019). A Longitudinal Analysis of Disability-Related
Interpersonal Violence and Some Implications for Violence Prevention Work. Journal of
Interpersonal Violence, 0886260519845724. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260519845724
Lucas-Molina, B., Williamson, A. A., Pulido, R., & Pérez-Albéniz, A. (2015). Effects of
Teacher–Student Relationships on Peer Harassment: A Multilevel Study. Psychology in
the Schools, 52(3), 298–315. https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.21822
Macaulay, P. J. R., Betts, L. R., Stiller, J., & Kellezi, B. (2018). Perceptions and responses
towards cyberbullying: A systematic review of teachers in the education system.
Aggression and Violent Behavior, 43, 1–12. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2018.08.004
Maïano, C., Normand, C. L., Salvas, M.-C., Moullec, G., & Aimé, A. (2016). Prevalence of
School Bullying Among Youth with Autism Spectrum Disorders: A Systematic Review
and Meta-Analysis. Autism Research, 9(6), 601–615. https://doi.org/10.1002/aur.1568
Maine DOE. (2020, April 9). MEDIA RELEASE: Statement Regarding Recommendations for
Extended Remote Learning. Maine DOE Newsroom.
https://mainedoenews.net/2020/04/09/media-release-statement-regardingrecommendations-for-extended-remote-learning/
Maine.gov. (2020a, March 15). Governor Announces Significant Recommendations & Signs
Civil Emergency Proclamation to Respond to COVID-19 in Maine | Office of Governor
Janet T. Mills. http://www.maine.gov/governor/mills/news/governor-announcessignificant-recommendations-signs-civil-emergency-proclamation-respond
Maine.gov. (2020b, August 24). Framework for Reopening Schools and Returning to In-Person
Instruction | Department of Education. https://www.maine.gov/doe/framework
Malti, T., Ribeaud, D., & Eisner, M. P. (2011). The effectiveness of two universal preventive
interventions in reducing children’s externalizing behavior: A cluster randomized
controlled trial. Journal of Clinical Child and Adolescent Psychology, 40(5), 677–692.
psyh. https://doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2011.597084
Malti, T., Zuffianò, A., Cui, L., Colasante, T., Peplak, J., & Bae, N. Y. (2017). Children’s social–
emotional development in contexts of peer exclusion. In N. J. Cabrera & B. Leyendecker
(Eds.), Handbook on Positive Development of Minority Children and Youth (pp. 295–
306). Springer International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-43645-6_18
Marshall, M. L. (2012). Teachers’ perceived barriers to effective bullying intervention
[Dissertation]. Georgia State University.

143

McCarthy, K. J., Mehta, R., & Haberland, N. A. (2018). Gender, power, and violence: A
systematic review of measures and their association with male perpetration of IPV. PLOS
ONE, 13(11), e0207091. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0207091
McMahon, S. (2015). Call for research on bystander intervention to prevent sexual violence: The
role of campus environments. American Journal of Community Psychology, 55(3–4),
472–489. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10464-015-9724-0
McMahon, S. D. (2018). Schools as vehicles to assess experiences, improve outcomes, and effect
social change. American Journal of Community Psychology, 61(3–4), 267–275. psyh.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajcp.12253
McNamara, B. E. (2013). Bullying and students with disabilities: Strategies and techniques to
create a safe learning environment for all (2013-36948-000). Corwin Press.
https://unh.idm.oclc.org/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&d
b=psyh&AN=2013-36948-000&site=ehost-live
Meiksin, R., Crichton, J., Dodd, M., Morgan, G. S., Williams, P., Willmott, M., Allen, E.,
Tilouche, N., Sturgess, J., Morris, S., Barter, C., Young, H., Melendez-Torres, G. J.,
Taylor, B., Reyes, H. L. M., Elbourne, D., Sweeting, H., Hunt, K., Ponsford, R., …
Bonell, C. (2020). A school intervention for 13- to 15-year-olds to prevent dating and
relationship violence: The Project Respect pilot cluster RCT (8.5; Public Health
Research). NIHR Journals Library. http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK555436/
Mercy, J. A., Hillis, S. D., Butchart, A., Bellis, M. A., Ward, C. L., Fang, X., & Rosenberg, M.
L. (2017). Interpersonal Violence: Global Impact and Paths to Prevention. In C. N. Mock,
R. Nugent, O. Kobusingye, & K. R. Smith (Eds.), Injury Prevention and Environmental
Health (3rd ed.). The International Bank for Reconstruction and Development / The
World Bank. http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK525208/
Merry, S. E. (2011). Gender Violence: A Cultural Perspective. John Wiley & Sons.
Meyer, E. J. (2015). Gender, Bullying, and Harassment: Strategies to End Sexism and
Homophobia in Schools. Teachers College Press.
Migliaccio, T. (2015). Teacher Engagement with Bullying: Managing an Identity within a
School. Sociological Spectrum, 35(1), 84–108.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02732173.2014.978430
Miles, E., & Crisp, R. J. (2014). A meta-analytic test of the imagined contact hypothesis. Group
Processes & Intergroup Relations, 17(1), 3–26.
Miller, E., Culyba, A. J., Paglisotti, T., Massof, M., Gao, Q., Ports, K. A., Kato-Wallace, J.,
Pulerwitz, J., Espelage, D. L., Abebe, K. Z., & Jones, K. A. (2020). Male adolescents’
gender attitudes and violence: Implications for youth violence prevention. American
Journal of Preventive Medicine, 58(3), 396–406.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2019.10.009
144

Miller, E., Jones, K. A., Ripper, L., Paglisotti, T., Mulbah, P., & Abebe, K. Z. (2020). An athletic
coach–delivered middle school gender violence prevention program: A cluster
randomized clinical trial. JAMA Pediatrics, 174(3), 241–249.
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapediatrics.2019.5217
Miller, E., Tancredi, D. J., McCauley, H. L., Decker, M. R., Virata, M. C. D., Anderson, H. A.,
O’Connor, B., & Silverman, J. G. (2013). One-year follow-up of a coach-delivered dating
violence prevention program: A cluster randomized controlled trial. American Journal of
Preventive Medicine, 45(1), 108–112. psyh. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2013.03.007
Mitchell, K. J., Ybarra, M. L., & Korchmaros, J. D. (2014). Sexual harassment among
adolescents of different sexual orientations and gender identities. Child Abuse & Neglect,
38(2), 280–295. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2013.09.008
Mogahed, D., & Chouhoud, Y. (2017). American Muslim Poll 2017: Muslims at the Crossroads.
SSRN Electronic Journal. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3454205
Morris, S. B. (2008). Estimating Effect Sizes From Pretest-Posttest-Control Group Designs.
Organizational Research Methods, 11(2), 364–386.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428106291059
Moustakas, C. (1994). Phenomenological research methods. Sage Publishers, Inc.
Mouttapa, M., Valente, T., Gallaher, P., Rohrbach, L. A., & Unger, J. B. (2004). Social network
predictors of bullying and victimization. Adolescence, 39(154), 315–335.
Moyano, N., Monge, F. S., & Sierra, J. C. (2017). Predictors of sexual aggression in adolescents:
Gender dominance vs. rape supportive attitudes. The European Journal of Psychology
Applied to Legal Context, 9(1), 25–31. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejpal.2016.06.001
Mujal, G. N., Taylor, M. E., Fry, J. L., Gochez-Kerr, T. H., & Weaver, N. L. (2019). A
systematic review of bystander interventions for the prevention of sexual violence.
Trauma, Violence, & Abuse. https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838019849587
Nagle, J. (2018). Twitter, cyber-violence, and the need for a critical social media literacy in
teacher education: A review of the literature. Teaching and Teacher Education, 76, 86–
94. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2018.08.014
NCES, National Center for Education Statistics, & U.S. Department of Education. (2020a).
Indicators of School Crime and Safety: 2019 (Indicator 10 No. 2020–063). U.S.
Department of Education. https://nces.ed.gov/fastfacts/display.asp?id=719
NCES, National Center for Education Statistics, & U.S. Department of Education. (2020b).
Indicator 2: Incidence of Victimization at School and Away From School. U.S.
Department of Education. https://nces.ed.gov/programs/crimeindicators/ind_02.asp

145

Neblett, E. W., Jr. (2019). Racism and health: Challenges and future directions in behavioral and
psychological research. Cultural Diversity and Ethnic Minority Psychology, 25(1), 12–
20. https://doi.org/10.1037/cdp0000253
Noddings, N. (2005). The Challenge to Care in Schools: An Alternative Approach to Education,
Second Edition (2nd ed.). Teachers College Press.
NPR, Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, & Harvard T.H. Chan School of PUblic Health. (2018).
Discrimination in America: Final summary [Final Summary].
O’Brien, K. M., Sauber, E. W., Kearney, M. S., Venaglia, R. B., & Lemay, E. P. (2019).
Evaluating the effectiveness of an online intervention to educate college students about
dating violence and bystander responses. Journal of Interpersonal Violence.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260519829769
Oldenburg, B., Bosman, R., & Veenstra, R. (2016). Are elementary school teachers prepared to
tackle bullying? A pilot study. School Psychology International, 37(1), 64–72.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0143034315623324
Olweus, D. (1993). Bullying at school: What we know and what we can do (1994-97361-000).
Blackwell Publishing.
https://unh.idm.oclc.org/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&d
b=psyh&AN=1994-97361-000&site=ehost-live
Orwin, R. G. (1983). A fail-safe N for effect size in meta-analysis. Journal of Educational
Statistics, 8(2), 157–159.
Ozaki, R., & Brandon, A. (2020). Evidence-based bystander programs to prevent sexual and
dating violence in high schools. Leadership and Research in Education, 5(1), 73–98.
Palmer, S. B., & Abbott, N. (2018). Bystander Responses to Bias-Based Bullying in Schools: A
Developmental Intergroup Approach. Child Development Perspectives, 12(1), 39–44.
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12253
Patrick, D. L., Bell, J. F., Huang, J. Y., Lazarakis, N. C., & Edwards, T. C. (2013). Bullying and
quality of life in youths perceived as gay, lesbian, or bisexual in Washington State, 2010.
American Journal of Public Health, 103(7), 1255–1261.
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2012.301101
Peguero, A. A., & Hong, J. S. (2020). Bullying and Youth with Disabilities and Special Health
Needs: Victimizing Students with Physical, Emotional/Behavioral, and Learning
Disorders. In A. A. Peguero & J. S. Hong (Eds.), School Bullying: Youth Vulnerability,
Marginalization, and Victimization (pp. 85–98). Springer International Publishing.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-64367-6_7
Perkins, H. W. (2014). Misperception is reality: The “reign of error” about peer risk behaviour
norms among youth and young adults. In M. Xenitidou & B. Edmonds (Eds.), The

146

Complexity of social norms (pp. 11–36). Springer International Publishing.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-05308-0_2
Pierce, C. M. (1974). Psychiatric problems of the Black minority. In S. Arieti (Ed.), American
handbook of psychiatry (pp. 512–523). Basic Books.
Polanin, J. R., Espelage, D. L., & Pigott, T. D. (2012). A meta-analysis of school-based bullying
prevention programs’ effects on bystander intervention behavior. School Psychology
Review, 41(1), 47–65. psyh.
Potter, S. J. (2012). Using a multimedia social marketing campaign to increase active bystanders
on the college campus. Journal of American College Health, 60(4), 282–295. psyh.
https://doi.org/10.1080/07448481.2011.599350
Price, M., Hill, N. E., Liang, B., & Perella, J. (2019). Teacher Relationships and Adolescents
Experiencing Identity-Based Victimization: What Matters for Whom Among Stigmatized
Adolescents. School Mental Health, 11(4), 790–806. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12310-01909327-z
Purdy, N., & Guckin, C. M. (2015). Cyberbullying, schools and the law: A comparative study in
Northern Ireland and the Republic of Ireland. Educational Research, 57(4), 420–436.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131881.2015.1091203
Quin, D. (2017). Longitudinal and Contextual Associations Between Teacher–Student
Relationships and Student Engagement: A Systematic Review. Review of Educational
Research, 87(2), 345–387. https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654316669434
Raifman, J., Nocka, K., Jones, D., Bor, J., Lipson, S., Jay, J., Cole, M., Krawczyk, N., Benfer, E.
A., Chan, P., & Galea, S. (2021). COVID-19 US State Policy Database [Data set]. In Ann
Arbor, MI: Inter-university Consortium for Political and Social Research [distributor].
Inter-university Consortium for Political and Social Research (ICPSR).
https://doi.org/10.3886/E119446V92
Ramiro-Sánchez, T., Ramiro, M. T., Bermúdez, M. P., & Buela-Casal, G. (2018). Sexism in
adolescent relationships: A systematic review. Psychosocial Intervention, 27(3), 123–
132. https://doi.org/10.5093/pi2018a19
Rasheed, R. A., Kamsin, A., & Abdullah, N. A. (2020). Challenges in the online component of
blended learning: A systematic review. Computers & Education, 144, 103701.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2019.103701
Reigeluth, C. S., & Addis, M. E. (2016). Adolescent boys’ experiences with policing of
masculinity: Forms, functions, and consequences. Psychology of Men & Masculinity,
17(1), 74–83. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039342
Reinke, W. M., & Herman, K. C. (2002). Creating school environments that deter antisocial
behaviors in youth. Psychology in the Schools, 39(5), 549–560. psyh.
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.10048
147

Reno, R. R., Cialdini, R. B., & Kallgren, C. A. (1993). The transsituational influence of social
norms. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 64(1), 104–112.
Rigby, K. (2012). What schools may do to reduce bullying. In Handbook of school violence and
school safety: International research and practice., 2nd ed. (2012-02119-029; pp. 397–
408). Routledge/Taylor & Francis Group.
https://unh.idm.oclc.org/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&d
b=psyh&AN=2012-02119-029&site=ehost-live
Rimal, R. N., & Lapinski, M. K. (2015). A re-explication of social norms, ten years later.
Communication Theory, 25(4), 393–409. https://doi.org/10.1111/comt.12080
Rinehart, S., Doshi, N., & Espelage, D. L. (2014, April 6). Sexual harassment and sexual
violence experiences among middle school youth. Annual Meeting. American
Educational Research Association, Chicago, IL.
Rinehart, S., & Espelage, D. L. (2016). A multilevel analysis of school climate, homophobic
name-calling, and sexual harassment victimization/perpetration among middle school
youth. Psychology of Violence, 6(2), 213–222. psyh. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039095
Robertson-Armstrong, S. (2020). A Qualitative Case Study on Secondary Educators’
Perceptions and Practices in Cyber-Bullying Incidents [Ed.D., Northcentral University].
https://search.proquest.com/docview/2402983604/abstract/51F37C8631B84FC9PQ/1
Rodríguez-Hidalgo, A. J., & Hurtado-Mellado, A. (2019). Prevalence and psychosocial
predictors of homophobic victimization among adolescents. International Journal of
Environmental Research and Public Health, 16(7), Article 7.
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16071243
Rolfe, S. M., & Schroeder, R. D. (2017). “Sticks and stones may break my bones, but words will
never hurt me”: Verbal sexual harassment among middle school students. Journal of
Interpersonal Violence. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260517709802
Rosen, L. H., Scott, S. R., & DeOrnellas, K. (2017). Teachers’ perceptions of bullying: A focus
group approach. Journal of School Violence, 16(1), 119–139. psyh.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2015.1124340
Roth, G., Kanat-Maymon, Y., & Bibi, U. (2011). Prevention of school bullying: The important
role of autonomy-supportive teaching and internalization of pro-social values. British
Journal of Educational Psychology, 81(4), 654–666. https://doi.org/10.1348/20448279.002003
Russell, S. T., Day, J. K., Ioverno, S., & Toomey, R. B. (2016). Are school policies focused on
sexual orientation and gender identity associated with less bullying? Teachers’
perspectives. Journal of School Psychology, 54, 29–38.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2015.10.005

148

Russell, S. T., Sinclair, K. O., Poteat, V. P., & Koenig, B. W. (2012). Adolescent Health and
Harassment Based on Discriminatory Bias. American Journal of Public Health, 102(3),
493–495. https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2011.300430
Rutherford, A., Zwi, A. B., Grove, N. J., & Butchart, A. (2007). Violence: A glossary. Journal of
Epidemiology and Community Health, 61(8), 676–680.
https://doi.org/10.1136/jech.2005.043711
Ryan, T., Kariuki, M., & Yilmaz, H. (2011). A comparative analysis of cyberbullying
perceptions of preservice educators: Canada and Turkey. Turkish Online Journal of
Educational Technology - TOJET, 10(3), 1–12. ERIC.
Saldana, J. (2011). Fundamentals of qualitative research: Understanding qualitative research.
Oxford University Press, Inc.
Seabrook, R. C., Ward, L. M., & Giaccardi, S. (2016). Why Is fraternity membership associated
with sexual assault? Exploring the roles of conformity to masculine norms, pressure to
uphold masculinity, and objectification of women. Psychology of Men & Masculinity.
https://doi.org/10.1037/men0000076
Sellers, R. M., Copeland‐Linder, N., Martin, P. P., & Lewis, R. L. (2006). Racial Identity
Matters: The Relationship between Racial Discrimination and Psychological Functioning
in African American Adolescents. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 16(2), 187–216.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-7795.2006.00128.x
Skeen, S., Laurenzi, C. A., Gordon, S. L., Toit, S. du, Tomlinson, M., Dua, T., Fleischmann, A.,
Kohl, K., Ross, D., Servili, C., Brand, A. S., Dowdall, N., Lund, C., Westhuizen, C. van
der, Carvajal-Aguirre, L., Carvalho, C. E. de, & Melendez-Torres, G. J. (2019).
Adolescent Mental Health Program Components and Behavior Risk Reduction: A Metaanalysis. Pediatrics, 144(2). https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2018-3488
Smith, S. G., Zhang, X., Basile, K. C., Merrick, M. T., Wang, J., Kresnow, M., & Chen, J.
(2018). The National Intimate Partner and Sexual Violence Survey: 2015 Data Brief—
Updated Release (p. 32). National Center for Injury Prevention and Control, Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention.
Storer, H. L., Casey, E. A., & Herrenkohl, T. I. (2017). Developing “whole school” bystander
interventions: The role of school-settings in influencing adolescents responses to dating
violence and bullying. Children and Youth Services Review, 74, 87–95. psyh.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2017.01.018
Strom, I. F., Thoresen, S., Wentzel-Larsen, T., & Dyb, G. (2013). Violence, bullying and
academic achievement: A study of 15-year-old adolescents and their school environment.
Child Abuse & Neglect: The International Journal, 37(4), 243–251. eric.
Sugarman, D. B., Nation, M., Yuan, N. P., Kuperminc, G. P., Ayoub, L. H., & Hamby, S.
(2018). Hate and violence: Addressing discrimination based on race, ethnicity, religion,
149

sexual orientation, and gender identity. Psychology of Violence, 8(6), 649.
https://doi.org/10.1037/vio0000222
Swanson, K., & Gettinger, M. (2016). Teachers’ knowledge, attitudes, and supportive behaviors
toward LGBT students: Relationship to Gay-Straight Alliances, antibullying policy, and
teacher training. Journal of LGBT Youth, 13(4), 326–351.
https://doi.org/10.1080/19361653.2016.1185765
Tahseen, M., Ahmed, S., & Ahmed, S. (2018). Bullying of Muslim youth: A review of research
and recommendations. The Family and Youth Institute.
Tanner-Smith, E. E., Fisher, B. W., Addington, L. A., & Gardella, J. H. (2018). Adding Security,
but Subtracting Safety? Exploring Schools’ use of Multiple Visible Security Measures.
American Journal of Criminal Justice : AJCJ, 43(1), 102–119. Sociological Abstracts.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12103-017-9409-3
Tanner‐Smith, E. E., & Tipton, E. (2014). Robust variance estimation with dependent effect
sizes: Practical considerations including a software tutorial in Stata and spss. Research
Synthesis Methods, 5(1), 13–30. https://doi.org/10.1002/jrsm.1091
Taylor, B. G., Mumford, E. A., Liu, W., & Stein, N. D. (2017). The effects of different saturation
levels of the Shifting Boundaries intervention on preventing adolescent relationship abuse
and sexual harassment. Journal of Experimental Criminology, 13(1), 79–100.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11292-016-9277-8
Taylor, B. G., Stein, N. D., Mumford, E. A., & Woods, D. (2013). Shifting boundaries: An
experimental evaluation of a dating violence prevention program in middle schools.
Prevention Science, 14(1), 64–76. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-012-0293-2
Temple, J. R., Le, V. D., Muir, A., Goforth, L., & McElhany, A. L. (2013). The need for schoolbased teen dating violence prevention. Journal of Applied Research on Children, 4(1).
https://unh.idm.oclc.org/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&d
b=eric&AN=EJ1188792&site=ehost-live
Thornberg, R., Wänström, L., Hong, J. S., & Espelage, D. L. (2017). Classroom relationship
qualities and social-cognitive correlates of defending and passive bystanding in school
bullying in Sweden: A multilevel analysis. Journal of School Psychology, 63, 49–62.
psyh. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2017.03.002
Tippett, N., Houlston, C., & Smith, P. K. (2010). Prevention and response to identity-based
bullying among local authorities in England, Scotland and Wales. Equality and Human
Rights Commission.
http://www.equalityhumanrights.com/uploaded_files/research/64_identity_based_bullyin
g.pdf
Tipton, E., & Pustejovsky, J. E. (2015). Small-Sample Adjustments for Tests of Moderators and
Model Fit Using Robust Variance Estimation in Meta-Regression. Journal of
150

Educational and Behavioral Statistics, 40(6), 604–634.
https://doi.org/10.3102/1076998615606099
Tomczyk, Ł., & Włoch, A. (2019). Cyberbullying in the light of challenges of school-based
prevention. International Journal of Cognitive Research in Science, Engineering &
Education (IJCRSEE), 7(3), 13–26. https://doi.org/10.5937/IJCRSEE1903013T
Topping, K. J., & Barron, I. G. (2009). School-Based Child Sexual Abuse Prevention Programs:
A Review of Effectiveness. Review of Educational Research, 79(1), 431–463.
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654308325582
Ttofi, M. M., & Farrington, D. P. (2011). Effectiveness of school-based programs to reduce
bullying: A systematic and meta-analytic review. Journal of Experimental Criminology,
7(1), 27–56. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11292-010-9109-1
Tummala-Narra, P., & Claudius, M. (2013). Perceived discrimination and depressive symptoms
among immigrant-origin adolescents. Cultural Diversity and Ethnic Minority Psychology,
19(3), 257–269. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032960
Turner, H. A., Finkelhor, D., Hamby, S. L., Shattuck, A., & Ormrod, R. K. (2011). Specifying
type and location of peer victimization in a national sample of children and youth.
Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 40(8), 1052–1067. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964011-9639-5
United Nations General Assembly. (1993). Declaration on the elimination of violence against
women. United Nations.
https://www.ohchr.org/Documents/ProfessionalInterest/eliminationvaw.pdf
United States Agency for International Development. (2009). Doorways III: Teacher reference
materials: On school-related gender-based violence prevention and response. US
Agency for International Development; eric.
https://unh.idm.oclc.org/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&d
b=eric&AN=ED507890&site=ehost-live
Valdebenito, S., Eisner, M., Farrington, D. P., Ttofi, M. M., & Sutherland, A. (2018). Schoolbased interventions for reducing disciplinary school exclusion: A systematic review.
Campbell Systematic Reviews, 14(1). https://doi.org/10.4073/csr.2018.1
van der Zanden, P. J., Denessen, E. J., & Scholte, R. H. (2015). The effects of general
interpersonal and bullying-specific teacher behaviors on pupils’ bullying behaviors at
school. School Psychology International, 36(5), 467–481.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0143034315592754
van Manen, M. (1990). Researching Lived Experience: Human Science for an Action Sensitive
Pedagogy (2nd edition). Routledge.
van Manen, M. (2014). Phenomenology of Practice: Meaning-Giving Methods in
Phenomenological Research and Writing (1st edition). Routledge.
151

van Verseveld, M. D. A., Fukkink, R. G., Fekkes, M., & Oostdam, R. J. (2019). Effects of
antibullying programs on teachers’ interventions in bullying situations. A meta-analysis.
Psychology in the Schools, 56(9), 1522–1539. https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.22283
Veritas Health Innovation. (2019). Covidence systematic review software. www.covidence.org
Vevea, J. L., Coburn, K., & Sutton, A. (2019). Chapter 18: Publication bias. In H. Cooper, L. V.
Hedges, & J. C. Valentine (Eds.), The Handbook of Research Synthesis and MetaAnalysis (3rd edition, pp. 383–432). Russell Sage Foundation.
Volk, A. A., Veenstra, R., & Espelage, D. L. (2017). So you want to study bullying?
Recommendations to enhance the validity, transparency, and compatibility of bullying
research. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 36, 34–43.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2017.07.003
Wachs, S., Bilz, L., Niproschke, S., & Schubarth, W. (2019). Bullying intervention in schools: A
multilevel analysis of teachers’ success in handling bullying from the students’
perspective. The Journal of Early Adolescence, 39(5), 642–668.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431618780423
Wentzel, K. R. (2003). Motivating students to behave in socially competent ways. Theory Into
Practice, 42(4), 319–326. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15430421tip4204_9
Wernick, L. J., Kulick, A., & Inglehart, M. H. (2013). Factors predicting student intervention
when witnessing anti-LGBTQ harassment: The influence of peers, teachers, and climate.
Children and Youth Services Review, 35(2), 296–301. psyh.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2012.11.003
Wernick, L. J., Kulick, A., & Inglehart, M. H. (2014). Influences of peers, teachers, and climate
on students’ willingness to intervene when witnessing anti-transgender harassment.
Journal of Adolescence, 37(6), 927–935. psyh.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2014.06.008
White House Task Force to Protect Students From Sexual Assault. (2014). Not alone: The first
report of the White House Task Force to Protect Students From Sexual Assault (pp. 8-+).
http://www.xcdsystem.com/ABA/abstract/presentations/PresentationFile_99.pdf
Wilkins, J. (2014). Good teacher-student relationships: Perspectives of teachers in urban high
schools. American Secondary Education, 43(1), 52–68.
Wilkins, N., Tsao, B., Hertz, M., Davis, R., & Klevens, J. (2014). Connecting the dots: An
overview of the links among multiple forms of violence (p. 16). National Center for Injury
Prevention and Control, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.
https://calio.dspacedirect.org/handle/11212/1745
Williams, M. T. (2020). Microaggressions: Clarification, Evidence, and Impact. Perspectives on
Psychological Science, 15(1), 3–26. https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691619827499

152

Wolfe, D. A., Crooks, C. V., Jaffe, P., Chiodo, D., Hughes, R., Ellis, W., Stitt, L., & Donner, A.
(2009). A school-based program to prevent adolescent dating violence: A cluster
randomized trial. Archives Of Pediatrics & Adolescent Medicine, 163(8), 692–699.
cmedm. https://doi.org/10.1001/archpediatrics.2009.69
Wong, G., Derthick, A. O., David, E. J. R., Saw, A., & Okazaki, S. (2014). The What, the Why,
and the How: A Review of Racial Microaggressions Research in Psychology. Race and
Social Problems, 6(2), 181–200. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12552-013-9107-9
Yamawaki, N. (2007). Rape perception and the function of ambivalent sexism and gender-role
traditionality. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 22(4), 406–423.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260506297210
Yilmaz, H. (2010). An examination of preservice teachers’ perceptions about cyberbullying.
Eurasia Journal of Mathematics, Science and Technology Education, 6(4), 263–270.
https://doi.org/10.12973/ejmste/75248
Yoon, J., & Bauman, S. (2014). Teachers: A critical but overlooked component of bullying
prevention and intervention. Theory Into Practice, 53(4), 308–314.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00405841.2014.947226
Yoon, J., Sulkowski, M. L., & Bauman, S. A. (2016). Teachers’ responses to bullying incidents:
Effects of teacher characteristics and contexts. Journal of School Violence, 15(1), 91–
113. https://doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2014.963592
Yot-Domínguez, C., Guzmán Franco, M. D., & Duarte Hueros, A. (2019). Trainee teachers’
perceptions on cyberbullying in educational contexts. Social Sciences, 8(1), 21.
https://doi.org/10.3390/socsci8010021
Zheng, B., Lin, C.-H., & Kwon, J. B. (2020). The impact of learner-, instructor-, and course-level
factors on online learning. Computers & Education, 150, 103851.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2020.103851
Zhou, S., Page-Gould, E., Aron, A., Moyer, A., & Hewstone, M. (2019). The Extended Contact
Hypothesis: A Meta-Analysis on 20 Years of Research. Personality and Social
Psychology Review, 23(2), 132–160. https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868318762647
Zoom (5.1.3). (2020). [Computer software]. Zoom Video Communications, Inc. https://zoom.us/

153

APPENDIX 1A: SEARCH TERMS LISTED BY CATEGORY AND INDEX
Category
Program
Evalua-tion

Violence
Type

Relevant
Keywords
• Prevent*
• Intervention
• Program*
• Evaluat*
• Training
• Workshop
• Curriculum

• dating
• LGBTQ
• lesbian, gay, and
bisexual
• relationship
• gender
• race

PubMed Index Terms

APA Index Terms

• “Program Evaluation”
[MeSH]
• “Evaluation Study”
[MeSH:NoExp]
• “Evaluation Studies as Topic”
[MeSH:NoExp]
• “Pilot Projects” [MeSH]
• “Inservice training” [MeSH]
• “Health Education [MeSH]
• “Education” [MeSH]

• DE "Violence Prevention"
• DE “Crime Prevention”
• DE “School Based
Intervention”
• DE “Student Personnel
Services”
• DE “Program
Development”
• De “Educational Program
Evaluation”
• DE “Educational Program
Planning”
• DE “Curriculum
Development”
• DE “Inservice Teacher
Education”

• “Sexual and Gender
Minorities” [MeSH]
• “Gender Identity”
[MeSH:NoExp]

•
•
•
•

DE "Gender Identity"
DE "Sexual Orientation"
DE "Sex Roles”
DE "Sexual Minority
Groups”
• DE “Gender
Nonconforming”

CINAHL Index
Terms
• MH “Program
Development”
• MH “Program
Evaluation”
• MH “School Health
Education”
• MH “Curriculum
Development”

• MH “Gender Identity”
• MH “Gender Role”
• MH “Gender
Nonconformity”
• MH “Sexual and
Gender Minorities”
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Program
Focus

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

racial*
sexual
sexis*
identity
stigma
disability
social-emotion*
socioemotion*
socio-emotion*
peer
domestic
victim*
perpetrat*

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

violen*
harass*
bystand*
upstand*
defend*
bully*
aggress*
assault
abus*
hostil*
rape
homoph*
prejudic*

• “Altruism” [MeSH]
• “Helping Behavior” [MeSH]
• "Violence" [MeSH]
o “Gender-Based Violence”
[MeSH]
o “Intimate Partner Violence”
[MeSH]
o “Rape” [MeSH]
• “Sexual Harassment” [MeSH]
• “Harassment, Non-Sexual”
[MeSH]
• “Aggression” [MeSH]
• “Prejudice” [MeSH]

• DE “LGBTQ”
• DE “Gender Equality”
• DE “Race and Ethnic
Discrimination”
• DE “Prejudice”
• DE “Racism”
• DE “Stigma”
• DE “Sexism”

• MH “LGBTQ
Persons”

• DE “Prosocial Behavior”
• DE "Intimate Partner
Violence"
• DE "Dating Violence"
• DE "Sexual Abuse"
• DE “Verbal Abuse”
• DE “Sexual Harassment”
• DE "School Violence"
• DE “Bullying”
• DE “Homosexuality
(Attitudes Toward)”
• DE “Transgender
(Attitudes Toward)”

• MH “Altruism”
• MH “Gender-Based
Violence”
• MH “Intimate Partner
Violence”
• MH “Dating
Violence”
• MH “Verbal Abuse”
• MH “Rape”
• MH “School
Violence”
• MH “Sexual
Harassment”
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Study
Setting

•
•
•
•

externalis*
discriminat*
victim*
perpetrat*

o “Sexism” [MeSH]
o “Homophobia” [MeSH]
• “Social Stigma” [MeSH]
• “Social Discrimination”
[MeSH]

• DE “Microaggression”
• DE “Hate Crimes”
• DE “Cyberbullying”

•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

school
adolescen*
youth
coach
teacher
middle level
principal
student*
teen*
preteen*
resource officer
guidance officer

• “Schools” [MeSH:NoExp]
• “School Health Services”
[MeSH:NoExp]
• “Students” [MeSH:NoExp]
• “Child” [MeSH:NoExp]
• “Child Behavior”
[MeSH:NoExp]
• “Adolescent” [MeSH]
• “Adolescent Behavior”
[MeSH]
• “School Teachers” [MeSH]

• DE "Elementary School
Students"
• DE "Middle School
Students"
• DE "Junior High School
Students"
• DE "High School Students"
• DE "Elementary School
Teachers"
• DE "Middle School
Teachers"
• DE "Junior High School
Teachers"
• DE "High School
Teachers"
• DE “Educational
Personnel”
• DE “School
Administrators”
• DE “School Counselors”
• DE “School Principals”
• DE “Teachers”

• MH “Schools,
Elementary”
• MH “Schools,
Middle”
• MH “Schools,
Secondary”
• MH “Schools,
Elementary”
• MH “Adolescence”
• MH “Teachers”

MH “Homophobia”
MH “Sexism”
MH “Bullying”
MH “Cyberbullying
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Example Query Term for PubMed Database:
(program[tiab] OR evaluat*[tiab] OR prevent*[tiab] OR intervention[tiab] OR training[tiab] OR workshop[tiab] OR
implement*[tiab] OR curriculum[tiab] OR “Program Evaluation” [MeSH] OR “Evaluation Study” [MeSH:NoExp] OR “Evaluation Studies
as Topic” [MeSH:NoExp] OR “Pilot Projects” [MeSH] OR “Inservice training” [MeSH] OR “Education” [MeSH] OR "Health Education"
[MeSH]) AND (dating[tiab] OR LGBTQ[tiab] OR "lesbian, gay, and bisexual"[tiab] OR relationship[tiab] OR gender[tiab] OR race[tiab]
OR racial*[tiab] OR sexual[tiab] OR sexis*[tiab] OR identity[tiab] OR stigma[tiab] OR disability[tiab] OR "social-emotion*"[tiab] OR
socioemotion*[tiab] OR "socio-emotion*"[tiab] OR peer[tiab] OR domestic[tiab] OR victim*[tiab] OR perpetrat*[tiab] OR “Sexual and
Gender Minorities” [MeSH] OR “Gender Identity” [MeSH:NoExp]) AND (violen*[tiab] OR harass*[tiab] OR bystand*[tiab] OR
upstand*[tiab] OR defend*[tiab] OR bully*[tiab] OR aggress*[tiab] OR assault[tiab] OR abus*[tiab] OR hostil*[tiab] OR rape[tiab] OR
homoph*[tiab] OR prejudic*[tiab] OR externalis*[tiab] OR discriminat*[tiab] OR victim*[tiab] OR perpetrat*[tiab] OR “Altruism”
[MeSH] OR “Helping Behavior” [MeSH] OR “Sexual Harassment” [MeSH] OR “Harassment, Non-Sexual” [MeSH] OR "Violence"
[MeSH] OR "Aggression" [MeSH] OR "Prejudice" [MeSH] OR “Social Stigma” [MeSH] OR “Social Discrimination” [MeSH]) AND
(school[tiab] OR adolescen*[tiab] OR youth[tiab] OR coach[tiab] OR teacher[tiab] OR "middle level"[tiab] OR principal[tiab] OR
student*[tiab] OR teen*[tiab] OR preteen*[tiab] OR "resource officer"[tiab] OR "guidance officer"[tiab] OR “Schools” [MeSH:NoExp]
OR “School Health Services” [MeSH:NoExp] OR “Students” [MeSH:NoExp] OR “Child” [MeSH:NoExp] OR “Child Behavior”
[MeSH:NoExp] OR “Adolescent” [MeSH] OR “Adolescent Behavior” [MeSH] OR “School Teachers” [MeSH])
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APPENDIX 1B: SYSTEMATIC SEARCH INCLUSION & EXCLUSION CRITERIA
Title & Abstract Screening Inclusion Criteria
(a) Language

(b) Type of Study/Data
(c) Program Type
(d) Program
Participants
(e) Program Goal

(f) Program Focus

(g) Program Setting

Study is available in English, even if program was carried
out in another language or in a country where English is not the
national language
Presenting original empirical quantitative data evaluating a
program
Programs which are “school-based”, meaning delivered to
participants primarily in-person at the school they attend/work
Programs which are universal or mostly universal (singlegender studies will be included)
Programs which are primary or secondary “prevention”
focused, meaning they are a structured effort to change knowledge,
awareness, or behaviors through education, presentations,
workshops, reading materials, or other activities.
Program focuses on peer adolescent identity-based violence
and/or bias-based violence, which includes behaviors of dating
violence, sexual violence, sexual harassment, sexual or gender
minority (SGM)- or sexual orientation/gender identity (SOGI)related harassment, race/ethnicity/religion-based violence and
discrimination, ethnicity-based violence and discrimination, and
disability-based violence committed by an adolescent toward
another adolescent or group of adolescents.
Program targeted adolescents 18 or younger and/or school
personnel who work with this age group more than .5 FTE of their
job

Title & Abstract Screening Exclusion Criteria
(a) Language
(b) Type of Study/Data
(c) Program Type

Excluded if the study was not available in English
Excluded if the study presented only qualitative measures,
due to an inability to calculate an effect size
Excluded if program was delivered in the community (i.e.
through local recreation center, or church, etc.), or if program was
delivered entirely online to be completed at home
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(d) Program Goal

(e) Program
Participants

(f) Program Focus

(g) Program Setting

Excluded if programs focused only on tertiary prevention,
meaning the mitigation of the impacts of violence and the support of
those already harmed by violence
Excluded if the study or program focused on a specific target
population of adolescents, such as only those with histories of
maltreatment/abuse or only those with specific mental health
concerns.
Excluded if the focus of prevention was any other type of
peer violence not identity- or bias-based. This would exclude
general school violence such as bullying, gun violence, or gang
violence, as well as any violence committed by an adult toward an
adolescent (i.e. child abuse) or by an adolescent toward an adult (i.e.
student harassment of their teachers).
Excluded if the study setting was a college or university
campus, or if the program was delivered widely to all community
members or open to all community members to attend.

Full Text Screening Inclusion Criteria (for Meta-Analysis)
(h) Type of Outcomes

(i) Type of Design

The study must have evaluated one of the following:
1. Student Prevention/Helping Behaviors
2. Student Prevention/Helping Intentions
3. Student Perpetration Behaviors
4. Student Perpetration Intentions
5. Student Victimization Experiences
6. School Personnel Prevention/Helping Behaviors
7. School Personnel Prevention/Helping Intentions
The study design must utilize a pre/post-test design with a
control/intervention group, including:
• Cluster/Randomized Control Trials
• Experimental Studies
• Quasi-Experimental (matched, or wait-list) Studies
• Non-Random Assignment Studies
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APPENDIX 1C: CODING DESCRIPTIONS
Study Characteristics
A. Study design will be coded as:
1. Type of Document
▪ Journal Article
▪ Not Journal Article
• Dissertation
• Report
• Unpublished Data
2. Design:
▪ Cluster RCT
▪ RCT
▪ Quasi-Experimental
▪ Random Assignment
▪ Nonrandom Assignment
3. Randomization of Assignment
▪ Yes
▪ No
4. Matching
▪ Not Matched
▪ Matched in some way
• Demographics Matched
• Propensity Matched
• Stratified
B. Several attributes of each outcome will be coded as follows:
1. Student Prevention/Helping Behaviors
▪ Name of scale/construct used
▪ (1) continuous or (2) dichotomous
2. Student Prevention/Helping Intentions
▪ Name of scale/construct used
▪ (1) continuous or (2) dichotomous
3. Student Perpetration Behaviors
▪ Name of scale/construct used
▪ (1) continuous or (2) dichotomous
4. Student Perpetration Intentions
▪ Name of scale/construct used
▪ (1) continuous or (2) dichotomous
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5. Student Victimization Experiences
▪ Name of scale/construct used
▪ (1) continuous or (2) dichotomous
6. School Personnel Helping Behaviors
▪ Name of scale/construct used
▪ (1) continuous or (2) dichotomous
7. School Personnel Helping Intentions
▪ Name of scale/construct used
▪ (1) continuous or (2) dichotomous
C. Duration of follow-up (converted to months)
Sample Characteristics
A. Sample size
1. Student Sample Size
2. School Personnel Sample Size
B. Country
1. Country where study took place
2. Country will be coded into groups. This grouping is based on similar previous
reviews (Crooks et al., 2019; De La Rue et al., 2017; Kovalenko et al., 2020).
▪ United States
▪ Non-United States
C. School level will be coded, as:
1. Lowest School Level included:
▪ High School
▪ Middle School or Younger
D. Age
1. Student Mean Age
2. School Personnel Mean Age
E. Sex/Gender Composition
1. Percent of Student Sample that is Male/Boys
2. Percent of Student Sample that is Female/Girls
3. Percent of Student Sample that is Non-Binary
4. Percent of School Personnel Sample that is Male/Boys
5. Percent of School Personnel Sample that is Female/Girls
6. Percent of School Personnel Sample that is Non-Binary
F. Sexual Orientation Composition
1. Percent of Student Sample that is Heterosexual/Straight
2. Percent of School Personnel Sample that is Heterosexual/Straight
G. Race/Ethnicity Composition
1. Percent of Student Sample that is White/Non-Hispanic
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2. Percent of School Personnel Sample that is White/Non-Hispanic
H. Socioeconomic Status
1. Percent of Student Sample that is Low SES
2. Percent of School Personnel Sample that is Low SES
I. School Personnel Role
1. Percent of School Personnel Sample that is Teachers
2. Percent of School Personnel Sample that is Coaches
3. Percent of School Personnel Sample that is Principals
4. Percent of School Personnel Sample that is School counselors/social
workers/nurse
5. Percent of School Personnel Sample that is Administrative staff
6. Percent of School Personnel Sample that is Other school staff
7. Percent of School Personnel Sample that Hold more than one role
Program Characteristics
A. Program Name
1. Program Variant (if multiple versions)
B. Presence of Different Program Components
1. School-Wide Program Component
▪ Yes
▪ No
2. Student Program Component
▪ Yes
▪ No
3. School Personnel Program Component
▪ Yes
▪ No
C. Student Program Details
1. Student Program Duration (total minutes)
2. Student Program Facilitated by School Personnel
▪ Yes
▪ No
3. Presence of School Personnel in Student Program (% of time)
4. Program Content Related to TPB
▪ Attitudes
• Yes
• No
▪ Social Norms
• Yes
• No
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▪

Skills/Efficacy
• Yes
• No
D. School Personnel Program Details
1. School Personnel Program Duration (total minutes)
2. Program Content Related to TPB
▪ Attitudes
• Yes
• No
▪ Social Norms
• Yes
• No
▪ Skills/Efficacy
• Yes
• No
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APPENDIX 1D: CLASSIFICATION OF OUTCOME VARIABLES
Record
(1st Author, Year)
Baiocchi, 2017
Baker, 2014
Banyard, 2019
Benatov, 2021
Berger, 2016
Berger, 2018
Coker, 2017
Coker, 2017
Coker, 2017
Coker, 2017
Coker, 2017
Coker, 2017
Coker, 2017
Coker, 2017
Coker, 2017
Coker, 2017
Coker, 2017
Coker, 2017
Coker, 2017
Coker, 2017
Coker, 2017
Coker, 2017
Decker, 2018
deGraaf, 2016
deGraaf, 2016
deGraaf, 2016

Name of outcome variable/scale
Single item: Forced you against your will to have sex
Bystander Efficacy Scale
Intent to Help Scale
Willingness for Social Contact Scale
Readiness for Social Contact
Readiness for Social Contact
NVAWS (adapted), Stalking subscale
NVAWS (adapted), Stalking subscale
NISVS, Alcohol or Other Drug Facilitated Sex subscale
NISVS, Alcohol or Other Drug Facilitated Sex subscale
NISVS, Coerced Sex subscale
NISVS, Coerced Sex subscale
NISVS, Physical Dating Violence subscale
NISVS, Physical Dating Violence subscale
NISVS, Physically Forced to Have Sex subscale
NISVS, Physically Forced to Have Sex subscale
NISVS, Psychological Dating Violence subscale
NISVS, Psychological Dating Violence subscale
NISVS, Sexual Violence subscale
NISVS, Sexual Violence subscale
SEQ (adapted), Sexual Harassment subscale
SEQ (adapted), Sexual Harassment subscale
Single item: Forced you against your will to have sex
SES (adapted), Direct Non-Contact Sexual Aggression subscale
SES (adapted), Media-Related Non-Contact Sexual Aggression subscale
SES (adapted), Non-Contact Sexual Aggression subscale

Outcome group
Student Victimization Experience
Student Helping Intention
Student Helping Intention
Student Perpetration Intention
Student Perpetration Intention
Student Perpetration Intention
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Perpetration Behavior
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deGraaf, 2016
deGraaf, 2016
deGraaf, 2016
deGraaf, 2016
Devries, 2017
Edwards, 2019
Edwards, 2019
Edwards, 2019
Edwards, 2019
Edwards, 2019
Edwards, 2019
Edwards, 2019
Edwards, 2019
Edwards, 2019
Edwards, 2019
Edwards, 2019
Edwards, 2019
Edwards, 2019
Edwards, 2019
Edwards, 2019
Edwards, 2019
Espelage, 2013
Espelage, 2013
Espelage, 2013
Espelage, 2013
Espelage, 2015

SES (adapted), Physical Sexual Aggression subscale
SES (adapted), Sexual Coercion Aggression subscale
SES (adapted), Situation-Bounded Sexual Aggression subscale
SES (adapted), Verbal Manipulation Sexual Aggression subscale
ICAST-CI (adapted), Sexual Violence subscale
NISVS (Adapted), Sexual Assault and Dating Violence combined items
NISVS (Adapted), Sexual Assault and Dating Violence combined items
NISVS (Adapted), Sexual Harassment and Stalking combined items
NISVS (Adapted), Sexual Harassment and Stalking combined items
Single Item: Got help for friend
Single Item: Past 2 months talk about prevention with your friends
Single Item: Past 2 months talk about safety in dating relationships with
your friends
Single Item: Past 2 months use social media to show you do not support
relationship abuse or sexual assault
Single Item: Past year talk about prevention with your friends
Single Item: Past year talk about safety in dating relationships with your
friends
Single Item: Past year use social media to show you do not support
relationship abuse or sexual assault
Single Item: Spoke against blame
Single Item: Spoke against excuses
Single Item: Stop harassment
Single Item: Talked to hurt friend
Single Item: Talked to upset person
AAUW’s Sexual Harassment Survey
AAUW’s Sexual Harassment Survey
Homophobic Content Agent Target Scale
Homophobic Content Agent Target Scale
AAUW’s Sexual Harassment Survey

Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Helping Behavior
Student Helping Behavior
Student Helping Behavior
Student Helping Behavior
Student Helping Behavior
Student Helping Behavior
Student Helping Behavior
Student Helping Behavior
Student Helping Behavior
Student Helping Behavior
Student Helping Behavior
Student Helping Behavior
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
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Espelage, 2015
Espelage, 2015
Espelage, 2015
Fekkes, 2016

Fekkes, 2016
FernandezGonzalez, 2020
FernandezGonzalez, 2020
FernandezGonzalez, 2020
FernandezGonzalez, 2020
FernandezGonzalez, 2020
FernandezGonzalez, 2020
Foshee, 1998
Foshee, 1998
Foshee, 1998
Foshee, 1998
Foshee, 2000
Foshee, 2000
Foshee, 2000
Foshee, 2000
Foshee, 2000
Foshee, 2000
Foshee, 2000

AAUW’s Sexual Harassment Survey
Homophobic Content Agent Target Scale
Homophobic Content Agent Target Scale
Single Item: Did someone force you to do sexual things or to allow you
to do sexual things that you did not want to? Sexual things are kissing,
stroking or sexual intercourse.
Single Item: Did you force someone to do sexual things or did you force
someone to allow you to do sexual things that he or she did not want to?
CDAQ

Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior

CDAQ

Student Victimization Experience

Items combined from the CADRI, the PAPRI, and the SOPAS, for
Traditional Dating Violence
Items combined from the CADRI, the PAPRI, and the SOPAS, for
Traditional Dating Violence
Items combined from the CADRI, the PAPRI, the SOPAS, and the
CDAQ, for Total Dating Violence
Items combined from the CADRI, the PAPRI, the SOPAS, and the
CDAQ, for Total Dating Violence
Safe Dates Scale, Physical Dating Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Psychological Dating Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Sexual Dating Violence subscale
Single Item: Used physical force against current partner
Safe Dates Scale, Dating Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Dating Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Physical Dating Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Physical Dating Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Psychological Dating Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Psychological Dating Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Sexual Dating Violence subscale

Student Perpetration Behavior

Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior

Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
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Foshee, 2000
Foshee, 2004
Foshee, 2004
Foshee, 2004
Foshee, 2004
Foshee, 2004
Foshee, 2004
Foshee, 2004
Foshee, 2004
Foshee, 2005
Foshee, 2005
Foshee, 2005
Foshee, 2005
Foshee, 2005
Foshee, 2005
Foshee, 2005
Foshee, 2005
Gardner, 2004
Gardner, 2004
Gonzalez-Guarda,
2015
Gonzalez-Guarda,
2015
Gonzalez-Guarda,
2015
Gonzalez-Guarda,
2015
Griffin, 2018
Levesque, 2016
Levesque, 2016

Safe Dates Scale, Sexual Dating Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Physical Dating Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Physical Dating Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Psychological Dating Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Psychological Dating Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Serious Physical Dating Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Serious Physical Dating Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Sexual Dating Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Sexual Dating Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Moderate Physical Dating Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Moderate Physical Dating Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Psychological Dating Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Psychological Dating Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Severe Physical Dating Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Severe Physical Dating Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Sexual Dating Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Sexual Dating Violence subscale
CTS – Form R, Verbal Aggression Toward Dating Partner subscale
CTS – Form R, Violence Toward Dating Partner subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Physical & Sexual Dating Violence subscale

Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Perpetration Behavior

Safe Dates Scale, Physical & Sexual Dating Violence subscale

Student Victimization Experience

Safe Dates Scale, Psychological Dating Violence subscale

Student Perpetration Behavior

Safe Dates Scale, Psychological Dating Violence subscale

Student Victimization Experience

SAQ
Emotional Mistreatment Scale (author created)
Emotional Mistreatment Scale (author created)

Student Perpetration Intention
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
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Levesque, 2016
Levesque, 2016
Lijster, 2016
Lijster, 2016
Mathews, 2016
Mathews, 2016
Meiksin, 2020
Meiksin, 2020
Meiksin, 2020
Meiksin, 2020
Meiksin, 2020
Meiksin, 2020
Meiksin, 2020
Meiksin, 2020
Miller, 2012
Miller, 2012
Miller, 2012
Miller, 2012
Miller, 2013
Miller, 2013
Miller, 2013
Miller, 2013
Miller, 2014
Miller, 2014
Miller, 2014

Physical Dating Violence Scale (author created)
Physical Dating Violence Scale (author created)
Sexual Harassment Behavior (author created)
Sexual Harassment Behavior (author created)
WHO’s Intimate Partner Violence Scale (adapted), Any Intimate Partner
Violence
WHO’s Intimate Partner Violence Scale (adapted), Any Intimate Partner
Violence
CADRI, All Items
CADRI, All Items
Safe Dates Scale, Dating & Relationship Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Dating & Relationship Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Physical Dating Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Physical Dating Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Psychological Dating Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Psychological Dating Violence subscale
CTS 2
Intentions to Intervene When Witnessing Abusive Behaviors (author
created)
Negative Bystander Intentions (author created)
Positive Bystander Intentions (author created)
CTS 2
Intentions to Intervene When Witnessing Abusive Behaviors (author
created)
Negative Bystander Intentions (author created)
Positive Bystander Intentions (author created)
Intentions to Intervene When Witnessing Abusive Behaviors (author
created)
Negative Bystander Intentions (author created)
Positive Bystander Intentions (author created)

Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Helping Intention
Student Helping Behavior
Student Helping Behavior
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Helping Intention
Student Helping Behavior
Student Helping Behavior
Student Helping Intention
Student Helping Behavior
Student Helping Behavior
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Miller, 2014
Miller, 2015
Miller, 2015
Miller, 2015
Miller, 2015
Miller, 2015
Miller, 2015
Miller, 2020
Miller, 2020
Miller, 2020
Miller, 2020
Miller, 2020
Miller, 2020
Miller, 2020
Morris, 2020
Munoz-Fernandez,
2019
Munoz-Fernandez,
2019
Munoz-Fernandez,
2019
Munoz-Fernandez,
2019
Munoz-Fernandez,
2019
Munoz-Fernandez,
2019
Neins, 2013
Niolon, 2019

Sexually Abusive Behaviors Toward a Non-Family-Member Female
(author created)
Safe Dates Scale, Electronic Dating Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Electronic Dating Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Physical Dating Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Physical Dating Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Psychological Dating Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Psychological Dating Violence subscale
AAUW’s Sexual Harassment Survey
Adolescent Relationship Abuse Scale (author created)
Cyber Abuse & Sexting Scale (author created)
Homophobic Content Agent Target Scale
Intentions to Intervene When Witnessing Abusive Behaviors (author
created)
Negative Bystander Intentions (author created)
Positive Bystander Intentions (author created)
SAQ
CTS 2, Moderate Physical Dating Violence subscale

Student Perpetration Behavior

CTS 2, Moderate Physical Dating Violence subscale

Student Victimization Experience

CTS 2, Severe Physical Dating Violence subscale

Student Perpetration Behavior

CTS 2, Severe Physical Dating Violence subscale

Student Victimization Experience

Safe Dates Scale, Sexual Dating Violence subscale

Student Perpetration Behavior

Safe Dates Scale, Sexual Dating Violence subscale

Student Victimization Experience

Prosocial Response to Religious Intolerance
Teen Dating Violence - Perpetration Scale

Student Helping Intention
Student Perpetration Behavior

Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Helping Intention
Student Helping Behavior
Student Helping Behavior
Student Perpetration Intention
Student Perpetration Behavior
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Niolon, 2019
Niolon, 2019
Pennington, 2011
Peskin, 2019
Peskin, 2019
Peskin, 2019
Peskin, 2019
Peskin, 2019
Peskin, 2019
Peskin, 2019
Peskin, 2019
Peskin, 2019
Peskin, 2019
Peskin, 2019
Peskin, 2019
Sanchez-Jimenez,
2018
Sanchez-Jimenez,
2018
Sanchez-Jimenez,
2018
Sanchez-Jimenez,
2018
Sanchez-Jimenez,
2018
Sanchez-Jimenez,
2018
Sargent, 2017
Sosa-Rubi, 2017
Sosa-Rubi, 2017

Teen Dating Violence - Victimization Scale
Use of Negative Conflict Resolution Strategies with a Dating Partner
subscale
Homophobia Scale
CADRI, full scale
CADRI, full scale
CADRI, Cyber Dating Violence subscale
CADRI, Cyber Dating Violence subscale
CADRI, Physical Dating Violence subscale
CADRI, Physical Dating Violence subscale
CADRI, Psychological Dating Violence subscale
CADRI, Psychological Dating Violence subscale
CADRI, Sexual Dating Violence subscale
CADRI, Sexual Dating Violence subscale
CADRI, Threatening Dating Violence subscale
CADRI, Threatening Dating Violence subscale
CTS 2, Physical Dating Violence subscale

Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior

CTS 2, Physical Dating Violence subscale

Student Victimization Experience

Cyber Dating Abuse Survey

Student Perpetration Behavior

Cyber Dating Abuse Survey

Student Victimization Experience

Safe Dates Scale, Psychological Dating Violence subscale

Student Perpetration Behavior

Safe Dates Scale, Psychological Dating Violence subscale

Student Victimization Experience

Bystander Behavior Scale
CADRI, Physical Dating Violence subscale
CADRI, Physical Dating Violence subscale

Student Helping Behavior
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience

Student Perpetration Intention
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
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Sosa-Rubi, 2017
Sosa-Rubi, 2017
Sosa-Rubi, 2017
Sosa-Rubi, 2017
Taylor, 2010
Taylor, 2010
Taylor, 2010
Taylor, 2010
Taylor, 2010
Taylor, 2010
Taylor, 2010
Taylor, 2010
Taylor, 2010
Taylor, 2010
Taylor, 2013
Taylor, 2013
Taylor, 2013
Taylor, 2013
Taylor, 2013
Taylor, 2013
Taylor, 2017
Taylor, 2017
Taylor, 2017
Taylor, 2017
Taylor, 2017
Taylor, 2017
Taylor, 2017
Taylor, 2017
Wolfe, 2009

CADRI, Psychological Dating Violence subscale
CADRI, Psychological Dating Violence subscale
CADRI, Sexual Dating Violence subscale
CADRI, Sexual Dating Violence subscale
YRBSS (adapted), All Dating Violence items
YRBSS (adapted), All Dating Violence items
YRBSS (adapted), Nonsexual Dating Violence subscale
YRBSS (adapted), Nonsexual Dating Violence subscale
YRBSS (adapted), Peer Sexual Violence subscale
YRBSS (adapted), Peer Sexual Violence subscale
YRBSS (adapted), Sexual Dating Violence subscale
YRBSS (adapted), Sexual Dating Violence subscale
YRBSS (adapted), Sexual Harassment subscale
YRBSS (adapted), Sexual Harassment subscale
AAUW’s Sexual Harassment Survey
AAUW’s Sexual Harassment Survey
Safe Dates Scale, Peer Sexual Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Peer Sexual Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Sexual Dating Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Sexual Dating Violence subscale
AAUW’s Sexual Harassment Survey
AAUW’s Sexual Harassment Survey
Safe Dates Scale, Peer Sexual Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Peer Sexual Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Physical Dating Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Physical Dating Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Sexual Dating Violence subscale
Safe Dates Scale, Sexual Dating Violence subscale
CADRI, Physical Dating Violence subscale

Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
Student Victimization Experience
Student Perpetration Behavior
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Abbreviations. NVAWS = National Violence Against Women Survey, NISVS = National Intimate Partner & Sexual Violence Survey,
SEQ = Sexual Experiences Questionnaire, SES = Sexual Experiences Survey, AAUW = American Association of University Women,
ICAST-CI = International Society for the Prevention of Child Abuse and Neglect Child Abuse Screening Tool – Child Institutional,
CADRI = Conflict in Adolescent Dating Relationships Inventory, PAPRI = Psychological Abuse in Partner Relationships Inventory,
SOPAS = Subtle and Overt Psychological Abuse of Women Scale, CDAQ = Cyber Dating Abuse Questionnaire, CTS = Conflict
Tactics Scale, SAQ = Shared Activities Questionnaire, WHO = World Health Organization, YRBSS = Youth Risk Behavior
Surveillance Survey
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APPENDIX 1E: STUDENT SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS FROM INCLUDE STUDIES

Record
(1st Author, Year)
Baiocchi 2017
Baker 2014
Banyard 2019
Benatov 2021
Berger 2016
Berger 2018
Coker 2017
Decker 2018
deGraaf 2016
Devries 2017
Edwards 2019
Espelage 2013
Espelage 2015
Fekkes 2016
Fernandez-Gonzalez
2020
Foshee 1998
Foshee 2000
Foshee 2004
Foshee 2005
Gardner 2004
Gonzalez-Guarda 2015
Griffin 2018
Levesque 2016
Lijster 2016

Region
Other
U.S.
U.S.
Non-U.S.
Non-U.S.
Non-U.S.
U.S.
Non-U.S.
Non-U.S.
Non-U.S.
U.S.
U.S.
U.S.
Non-U.S.
Non-U.S.

Country
Kenya
United States
United States
Israel
Israel
Israel
United States
Malawi
Netherlands
Uganda
United States
United States
United States
Netherlands
Spain

School
Level
ES, MS
HS
MS
MS
ES
ES
HS
ES, MS
HS
ES, MS
HS
MS
MS
HS
HS

Mean Age
(years)
12.4
16
12.5
11
6
10.6
16
15.3
15.2
13.0
15.8
11.2
N/A
14.2
15.2

%
Male
0
44
100
48.6
47.2
54.4
46
0
100
46.2
49.1
51.9
52
52
46.3

%
Female
100
56
0
51.5
52.8
45.7
54
100
0
53.8
50.9
48.1
48
48
53.7

%
NonBinary
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

U.S.
U.S.
U.S.
U.S.
U.S.
U.S.
U.S.
U.S.
Non-U.S.

United States
United States
United States
United States
United States
United States
United States
United States
Netherlands

HS
HS
MS
MS, HS
HS
HS
MS
HS
HS

13.8
12
12
13.9
16.5
14.3
11.5
16
14.4

48.9
48.8
41.5
46.8
21
44
49.3
46.7
49

51.1
51.2
58.5
46.8
79
56
50.7
53.3
51

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

% White
/NonHispanic
N/A
16
100
50.6
49.7
N/A
84.7
0
75
N/A
85.1
24.7
15
95
N/A

%
Hetero
/Straight
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
84.5
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

%
Low
SES
N/A
N/A
26
N/A
N/A
N/A
45
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
74.1
N/A
N/A
34.3

77.1
77.1
75.6
72.2
38.4
3
62.9
82.2
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
92.9
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
22.2
N/A
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Mathews 2016
Meiksin 2020
Miller 2012
Miller 2013
Miller 2014
Miller 2015
Miller 2020
Morris 2020
Munoz-Fernandez 2019
Neins 2013

Non-U.S.
Non-U.S.
U.S.
U.S.
Non-U.S.
U.S.
U.S.
Non-U.S.
Non-U.S.
Non-U.S.

South Africa MS
13.7
39.7 60.3
0
N/A
N/A
N/A
England
HS
13.4
40.1 41
18.9
58.9
84.2
N/A
United States HS
16
100
0
0
34.2
N/A
21.6
United States HS
16
100
0
0
34.6
N/A
21.6
India
MS
9.2
100
0
0
0
N/A
35
United States MS
12.5
50
50
0
23
N/A
N/A
United States MS
12.5
100
0
0
54.5
N/A
71.7
Ireland
PK
5.7
65
35
0
100
N/A
N/A
Spain
HS
15.0
51.8 48.2
0
95
95.8
N/A
Northern
MS, HS 13.5
N/A N/A
N/A
100
N/A
N/A
Ireland
Niolon 2019
U.S.
United States MS
12.0
52
48
0
4
N/A
N/A
Pennington 2011
Non-U.S.
Australia
HS
15.3
47
53
0
N/A
N/A
N/A
Peskin 2019
U.S.
United States MS
12.2
57.1 42.9
0
8.5
N/A
N/A
Sanchez-Jimenez 2018 Non-U.S.
Spain
HS
14.7
52.3 47.7
0
96
95.2
N/A
Sargent 2017
U.S.
United States HS
15.3
47.5 52.5
0
0.5
N/A
84.3
Sosa-Rubi 2017
Non-U.S.
Mexico
HS
16.4
56.3 43.7
0
0
N/A
N/A
Taylor 2010
U.S.
United States MS
12
48
52
0
52
N/A
N/A
Taylor 2013
U.S.
United States MS
12
47
53
0
13
N/A
33
Taylor 2017
U.S.
United States MS
12.5
50
50
0
14
N/A
N/A
Wolfe 2009
Non-U.S.
Canada
HS
14.5
47
53
0
100
N/A
14.5
Abbreviations. N/A = Information not available, PK = Pre-K/Kindergarten, ES = Elementary School, MS = Middle School, HS =
High School
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APPENDIX 1F: DESIGN CHARACTERISTICS OF INCLUDED STUDIES
Record
(1st Author, Year)
Baiocchi 2017
Baker 2014
Banyard 2019
Benatov 2021
Berger 2016
Berger 2018
Coker 2017
Decker 2018
deGraaf 2016
DeGue 2020
Devries 2017
Edwards 2019
Espelage 2013
Espelage 2015
Fekkes 2016
Fernandez-Gonzalez
2020
Foshee 1998
Foshee 2000
Foshee 2004
Foshee 2005
Gardner 2004
Gonzalez-Guarda 2015
Griffin 2018
Jewkes 2019
Levesque 2016
Lijster 2016
Mathews 2016
Meiksin 2020
Miller 2012
Miller 2013
Miller 2014
Miller 2015
Miller 2020
Morris 2020
Munoz-Fernandez 2019

Type of Record
Journal Article
Journal Article
Journal Article
Journal Article
Journal Article
Journal Article
Journal Article
Journal Article
Journal Article
Journal Article
Journal Article
Journal Article
Journal Article
Journal Article
Journal Article
Journal Article

Matching Used
Demographics
Demographics
Propensity
No
No
No
No
No
Demographics
No
No
No
Demographics
Demographics
No
No

Type of Design
Cluster RCT
Quasi-Exp.
Quasi-Exp.
Randomized
Randomized
Randomized
Cluster RCT
Cluster RCT
Quasi-Exp.
Cluster RCT
Cluster RCT
Cluster RCT
Cluster RCT
Cluster RCT
Cluster RCT
RCT

Random
Assignment
Yes
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Journal Article
Journal Article
Journal Article
Journal Article
Journal Article
Journal Article
Dissertation
Journal Article
Journal Article
Journal Article
Journal Article
Journal Article
Journal Article
Journal Article
Journal Article
Journal Article
Journal Article
Journal Article
Journal Article

Demographics
Demographics
Demographics
Demographics
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
Demographics
No
No
No

RCT
RCT
RCT
RCT
Nonrandom
RCT
Nonrandom
Cluster RCT
Cluster RCT
Cluster RCT
Cluster RCT
Cluster RCT
Cluster RCT
Cluster RCT
Nonrandom
Quasi-Exp.
Cluster RCT
Random
RCT

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
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Neins 2013
Niolon 2019
Pennington 2011
Peskin 2019
Sanchez-Jimenez 2018
Sargent 2017
Sosa-Rubi 2017
Taylor 2010
Taylor 2013
Taylor 2017
Wolfe 2009

Report
Journal Article
Dissertation
Journal Article
Journal Article
Journal Article
Journal Article
Journal Article
Journal Article
Journal Article
Journal Article

No
No
No
No
No
No
Propensity
Stratified
Stratified
No
Stratified

Cluster RCT
Cluster RCT
Cluster RCT
Cluster RCT
Cluster RCT
RCT
Quasi-Exp.
RCT
RCT
RCT
Cluster RCT

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
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APPENDIX 1G: PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS OF INCLUDED STUDIES
Overall
Components
Record
(1st Author, Year)
Baiocchi 2017
Baker 2014
Banyard 2019

Benatov 2021
Berger 2016

Berger 2018
Berger 2018
Coker 2017
Decker 2018
deGraaf 2016
DeGue 2020
Devries 2017
Edwards 2019

Name of program
IMPower (for girls) &
50:50 (for boys)
Respect Curriculum
Reducing Sexism and
Violence Program Middle School
Program (RSVP-MSP)
Play2Talk by Games
for Peace
Extended Class
Exchange Program
(ECEP)
Contact Intervention
Skills Intervention
Green Dot High
School
IMPower (for girls)
Rock & Water
Professional Training
Dating Matters
Good School Toolkit
Bringing in the
Bystander - High
School Curriculum
(BITB-HSC)

School Personnel
Component Details

Student Component Details

SW ST
N
Y

SP Min
N 720

%SP
100

Att
Y

Nor Ski
N
Y

SPFac
Y

Min
-

Att
-

Nor
-

Ski
-

N
N

Y
Y

N
N

360
240

100
100

Y
Y

Y
Y

Y
Y

Y
N

-

-

-

-

N

Y

N

540

100

Y

Y

Y

-

-

-

-

-

N

Y

N

2880

100

Y

Y

Y

Y

-

-

-

-

N
N
N

Y
Y
Y

N
N
N

2880
2880
50

100
100
100

Y
Y
Y

N
Y
Y

N
Y
Y

N
N
N

-

-

-

-

N
N

Y
Y

N
Y

720
600

100
100

Y
Y

N
N

Y
Y

Y
Y

240

Y

N

N

Y
Y
N

Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y

450
3000
315

100
100
100

Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
N

60
60

Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y
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Espelage 2013

Espelage 2015

Fekkes 2016
FernandezGonzalez 2020
Foshee 1998
Foshee 2000
Foshee 2004
Foshee 2005
Gardner 2004

Gonzalez-Guarda
2015

Griffin 2018
Griffin 2018

Second Step: Student
Success Through
Prevention (SS-SSTP)
Middle School
Program
Second Step: Student
Success Through
Prevention (SS-SSTP)
Middle School
Program
Skills for Life
Programme
Incremental Theory of
Personality (ITP)
Program
Safe Dates
Safe Dates
Safe Dates
Safe Dates
Connections:
Relationships and
Marriage
Juntos Opuestos a la
Violence Entre Novies
(JOVEN) / Together
Against Dating
Violence
Kit For Kids - Severe
Autistic Child Version
Kit For Kids - High
Functioning Autistic
Child Version

N

Y

N

900

100

Y

Y

Y

Y

-

-

-

-

N

Y

N

900

100

Y

Y

Y

Y

-

-

-

-

N

Y

N

1500

100

Y

Y

Y

Y

-

-

-

-

N

Y

N

60

100

Y

Y

Y

-

-

-

-

-

Y
Y
Y
Y
N

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

N
N
N
N
N

450
450
450
450
900

100
100
100
100
100

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

-

-

-

-

N

Y

Y

360

-

Y

Y

Y

N

120

Y

N

Y

Y

Y

N

30

100

Y

N

Y

Y

-

-

-

-

Y

Y

N

30

100

Y

N

Y

Y

-

-

-

-
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Griffin 2018
Jewkes 2019
Levesque 2016
Lijster 2016
Mathews 2016
Meiksin 2020
Miller 2012
Miller 2013
Miller 2014

Miller 2015

Miller 2020
Morris 2020
Munoz-Fernandez
2019
Neins 2013

Niolon 2019
Pennington 2011

Kit For Kids - Typical
Child Version
Skhokho: Holistic
Intervention
Teen Choices
Benzies & Batchies
PREPARE
Project Respect
Coaching Boys Into
Men (Coach Version)
Coaching Boys Into
Men (Coach Version)
Coaching Boys Into
Men (Parivartan
Version)
Start Strong: Building
Healthy Teen
Relationships initative
Coaching Boys Into
Men (Coach Version)
Understanding Our
Peers Early Years
Date-e Adolescence
Prevention Program
Promoting
Reconciliation
Through a Shared
Curriculum
Experience
Dating Matters
Pride & Prejudice

Y

Y

N

30

100

Y

N

Y

Y

-

-

-

-

N

Y

Y

1260

100

Y

Y

Y

Y

540

N

N

Y

Y
N
N
Y
N

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

N
N
N
Y
N

90
540
1575
180
150

0
30
50
100
100

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

N
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
N
Y
Y

240
-

N
-

N
-

Y
-

N

Y

N

150

100

Y

Y

Y

Y

-

-

-

-

N

Y

N

150

100

Y

Y

Y

Y

-

-

-

-

Y

Y

N

450

100

Y

Y

Y

Y

-

-

-

-

N

Y

N

150

100

Y

Y

Y

Y

-

-

-

-

N

Y

N

450

100

Y

N

N

Y

-

-

-

-

Y

Y

N

420

-

Y

Y

Y

N

-

-

-

-

N

Y

N

720

100

Y

Y

Y

Y

-

-

-

-

Y
N

Y
Y

Y
N

450
300

100
100

Y
Y

Y
Y

Y
Y

Y
N

60
-

Y
-

Y
-

Y
-
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Peskin 2019

Me & You DV
N
Y
Y 325
50
Y
Y
Y
Y
480
Y
N
Y
Prevention Program
Sanchez-Jimenez Date-e Adolescence
Y
Y
N 420
Y
Y
Y
N
2018
Prevention Program
Sargent 2017
TakeCARE
N
Y
N 26
100
Y
N
Y
Y
Sosa-Rubi 2017
True Love
Y
Y
Y 960
Y
Y
Y
N
240
Y
Y
Y
Taylor 2010 Interaction-Based
N
Y
Y 200
100
Y
Y
Y
N
60
N
N
N
Interaction-Based Curriculum
Taylor 2010 Law & Justice
N
Y
Y 200
100
Y
Y
N
N
60
N
N
N
Law & Justice
Curriculum
Taylor 2013 Shifting Boundaries N
Y
N 240
100
Y
Y
Y
Y
SBC
Classroom Only
Taylor 2013 Shifting Boundaries Y
Y
N 240
100
Y
Y
Y
Y
SBC+SBS
Classroom & Building
Taylor 2013 Shifting Boundaries Y
N
N N
N
N
SBS
Building Only
Taylor 2017
Shifting Boundaries Y
Y
N 240
100
Y
Y
Y
Y
Classroom & Building
Wolfe 2009
Fourth R: Skills for
Y
Y
N 1575 100
Y
Y
Y
Y
Youth Relationships
Abbreviations. SW = school-wide program component, ST = student program component, SP = school personnel program
component, Min = duration in minutes of the component, %SP = percent of the student program component for which school
personnel was present, Att = attitudes-related program content, Nor = social norms-related program content, Ski = skills and selfefficacy-related program content, SPFac = school personnel facilitated the student program component, Y = Yes, N = No
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APPENDIX 1H: META-ANALYSIS SUPPLEMENTAL TABLES
Table Supp1.

Effect sizes for outcome 1 (student helping behavior)
(#) First Author, Year, Scale… (Follow-Up)
(1) Edwards 2019, Proactive DV/SV Bysta... (3 month)
(2) Edwards 2019, Proactive DV/SV Bysta... (3 month)
(3) Edwards 2019, Proactive DV/SV Bysta... (3 month)
(4) Edwards 2019, Proactive DV/SV Bysta... (12 month)
(5) Edwards 2019, Proactive DV/SV Bysta... (12 month)
(6) Edwards 2019, Proactive DV/SV Bysta... (12 month)
(7) Edwards 2019, Proactive DV/SV Bysta... (12 month)
(8) Edwards 2019, Proactive DV/SV Bysta... (12 month)
(9) Edwards 2019, Proactive DV/SV Bysta... (12 month)
(10) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (3 month)
(11) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (3 month)
(12) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (3 month)
(13) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (3 month)
(14) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (3 month)
(15) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (3 month)
(16) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (12 month)
(17) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (12 month)
(18) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (12 month)
(19) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (12 month)
(20) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (12 month)
(21) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (12 month)
(22) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (12 month)
(23) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (12 month)
(24) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (12 month)
(25) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (12 month)
(26) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (12 month)
(27) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (12 month)
(28) Miller 2012, Negative Intervention... (3 month)
(29) Miller 2012, Positive Intervention... (3 month)
(30) Miller 2013, Negative Intervention... (12 month)
(31) Miller 2013, Positive Intervention... (12 month)
(32) Miller 2014, Negative Intervention... (12 month)
(33) Miller 2014, Positive Intervention... (12 month)
(34) Miller 2020, Negative Intervention... (3 month)
(35) Miller 2020, Negative Intervention... (12 month)

ES
0.060
0.020
0.010
0.130
0.070
0.040
0.020
0.010
0.010
0.234
0.161
0.058
0.027
0.005
-0.028
0.189
0.127
0.077
0.022
-0.017
-0.023
-0.040
-0.096
-0.103
-0.109
-0.130
-0.282
0.024
0.183
0.062
0.009
0.216
0.010
0.966
0.828

95%LCI
-0.036
-0.079
-0.131
0.026
-0.031
-0.085
-0.092
-0.108
-0.109
0.018
-0.051
-0.119
-0.234
-1.220
-0.349
-0.145
-0.145
-0.242
-0.217
-0.420
-0.327
-0.262
-0.363
-0.407
-0.407
-0.411
-0.646
-0.070
0.089
-0.052
-0.105
-0.008
-0.213
0.830
0.686

95%UCI
0.156
0.119
0.151
0.234
0.171
0.165
0.132
0.128
0.129
0.451
0.374
0.235
0.288
1.231
0.293
0.524
0.400
0.396
0.260
0.387
0.282
0.182
0.171
0.201
0.188
0.151
0.083
0.117
0.277
0.176
0.123
0.440
0.234
1.103
0.971
181

(36) Miller 2020, Positive Intervention... (3 month)
2.015
1.856
2.174
a
(37) Miller 2020, Positive Interventio...(12mo)
4.340
4.090
4.590
(38) Sargent 2017, DV/SV Helpful Bysta...(3mo)
0.122
-0.008
0.251
Abbreviations. ES = pooled effect size, LCI = lower confidence interval, UCI = upper
confidence interval, mo = months, SV = sexual violence, DV = dating violence
a Excluded as an outlier
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Table Supp2.
Influence analysis for outcome 1 (student helping behavior) with outlier
(#) Omitted Study (Author, Year, Scale, Follow-up)
(1) Edwards 2019, Proactive DV/SV Bysta... (3 month)
(2) Edwards 2019, Proactive DV/SV Bysta... (3 month)
(3) Edwards 2019, Proactive DV/SV Bysta... (3 month)
(4) Edwards 2019, Proactive DV/SV Bysta... (12 month)
(5) Edwards 2019, Proactive DV/SV Bysta... (12 month)
(6) Edwards 2019, Proactive DV/SV Bysta... (12 month)
(7) Edwards 2019, Proactive DV/SV Bysta... (12 month)
(8) Edwards 2019, Proactive DV/SV Bysta... (12 month)
(9) Edwards 2019, Proactive DV/SV Bysta... (12 month)
(10) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (3 month)
(11) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (3 month)
(12) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (3 month)
(13) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (3 month)
(14) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (3 month)
(15) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (3 month)
(16) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (12 month)
(17) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (12 month)
(18) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (12 month)
(19) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (12 month)
(20) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (12 month)
(21) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (12 month)
(22) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (12 month)
(23) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (12 month)
(24) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (12 month)
(25) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (12 month)
(26) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (12 month)
(27) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (12 month)
(28) Miller 2012, Negative Intervention... (3 month)
(29) Miller 2012, Positive Intervention... (3 month)
(30) Miller 2013, Negative Intervention... (12 month)
(31) Miller 2013, Positive Intervention... (12 month)
(32) Miller 2014, Negative Intervention... (12 month)
(33) Miller 2014, Positive Intervention... (12 month)
(34) Miller 2020, Negative Intervention... (3 month)
(35) Miller 2020, Negative Intervention... (12 month)
(36) Miller 2020, Positive Intervention... (3 month)
(37) Miller 2020, Positive Interventio...(12mo)
(38) Sargent 2017, DV/SV Helpful Bystand... (3 month)

Effect
0.473
0.473
0.473
0.472
0.473
0.473
0.473
0.473
0.473
0.471
0.472
0.473
0.473
0.472
0.473
0.471
0.472
0.472
0.473
0.473
0.473
0.473
0.474
0.474
0.474
0.474
0.475
0.476
0.465
0.473
0.477
0.453
0.493
0.543
0.552
0.474
0.327
0.562

SE
0.393
0.393
0.392
0.393
0.393
0.393
0.393
0.392
0.392
0.393
0.393
0.393
0.392
0.391
0.392
0.393
0.393
0.392
0.392
0.392
0.392
0.392
0.392
0.392
0.392
0.392
0.392
0.392
0.395
0.392
0.391
0.397
0.388
0.463
0.472
0.393
0.244
0.495

Z
1.204
1.205
1.205
1.202
1.204
1.205
1.205
1.205
1.205
1.200
1.201
1.204
1.205
1.205
1.206
1.201
1.202
1.203
1.205
1.206
1.206
1.206
1.208
1.208
1.208
1.209
1.213
1.216
1.179
1.207
1.219
1.139
1.270
1.173
1.170
1.204
1.337
1.135

p
0.295
0.295
0.295
0.296
0.295
0.295
0.295
0.295
0.295
0.297
0.296
0.295
0.295
0.295
0.294
0.296
0.296
0.295
0.295
0.294
0.294
0.294
0.294
0.294
0.294
0.293
0.292
0.291
0.304
0.294
0.290
0.318
0.273
0.306
0.307
0.295
0.253
0.339
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Table Supp3.
Influence analysis for prevention/helping behaviors
(#) Omitted Study (Author, Year, Scale, Follow-up)
(1) Edwards 2019, Proactive DV/SV Bysta... (3 month)
(2) Edwards 2019, Proactive DV/SV Bysta... (3 month)
(3) Edwards 2019, Proactive DV/SV Bysta... (3 month)
(4) Edwards 2019, Proactive DV/SV Bysta... (12 month)
(5) Edwards 2019, Proactive DV/SV Bysta... (12 month)
(6) Edwards 2019, Proactive DV/SV Bysta... (12 month)
(7) Edwards 2019, Proactive DV/SV Bysta... (12 month)
(8) Edwards 2019, Proactive DV/SV Bysta... (12 month)
(9) Edwards 2019, Proactive DV/SV Bysta... (12 month)
(10) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (3 month)
(11) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (3 month)
(12) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (3 month)
(13) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (3 month)
(14) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (3 month)
(15) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (3 month)
(16) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (12 month)
(17) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (12 month)
(18) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (12 month)
(19) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (12 month)
(20) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (12 month)
(21) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (12 month)
(22) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (12 month)
(23) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (12 month)
(24) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (12 month)
(25) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (12 month)
(26) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (12 month)
(27) Edwards 2019, Reactive DV/SV Bystan... (12 month)
(28) Miller 2012, Negative Intervention... (3 month)
(29) Miller 2012, Positive Intervention... (3 month)
(30) Miller 2013, Negative Intervention... (12 month)
(31) Miller 2013, Positive Intervention... (12 month)
(32) Miller 2014, Negative Intervention... (12 month)
(33) Miller 2014, Positive Intervention... (12 month)
(34) Miller 2020, Negative Intervention... (3 month)
(35) Miller 2020, Negative Intervention... (12 month)
(36) Miller 2020, Positive Intervention... (3 month)
(38) Sargent 2017, DV/SV Helpful Bystand... (3 month)

Effect
0.327
0.327
0.327
0.326
0.327
0.327
0.327
0.327
0.327
0.325
0.326
0.326
0.326
0.324
0.327
0.325
0.326
0.326
0.327
0.326
0.327
0.327
0.327
0.327
0.327
0.328
0.328
0.330
0.318
0.327
0.331
0.307
0.346
0.355
0.370
0.258
0.378

SE
0.245
0.245
0.244
0.245
0.245
0.245
0.245
0.244
0.244
0.245
0.245
0.244
0.244
0.243
0.244
0.245
0.244
0.244
0.244
0.244
0.244
0.244
0.244
0.244
0.244
0.244
0.244
0.244
0.247
0.244
0.243
0.249
0.241
0.273
0.288
0.174
0.309

Z
1.335
1.337
1.337
1.333
1.335
1.336
1.337
1.337
1.337
1.328
1.331
1.335
1.336
1.335
1.338
1.330
1.332
1.334
1.337
1.338
1.338
1.339
1.341
1.341
1.342
1.342
1.348
1.356
1.289
1.340
1.362
1.234
1.434
1.299
1.285
1.483
1.222

p
0.253
0.253
0.253
0.254
0.253
0.253
0.253
0.253
0.253
0.255
0.254
0.253
0.253
0.253
0.252
0.255
0.254
0.254
0.253
0.252
0.252
0.252
0.251
0.251
0.251
0.251
0.249
0.247
0.267
0.252
0.245
0.285
0.225
0.264
0.269
0.215
0.309
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Table Supp4.
Effect sizes for outcome 2 (student helping intention)
(#) First Author, Year, Scale… (Follow-Up)
ES
95%LCI 95%UCI
(1) Baker 2014, Reactive SV Bystander...(0.75mo)
0.567
0.220
0.913
(2) Baker 2014, Reactive SV Bystander...(1.75mo)
0.354
0.012
0.695
(3) Banyard 2019, Proactive DV/SV Hel...(3mo)
-0.068
-0.393
0.257
(4) Miller 2012,2013, Intentions to I...(3mo)
0.186
0.092
0.280
(5) Miller 2012,2013, Intentions to I...(12mo)
0.105
-0.009
0.219
(6) Miller 2014, Intentions to Interv...(12mo)
0.250
0.026
0.474
(7) Miller 2020, Intentions to Interv...(3mo)
-0.246
-0.376
-0.116
(8) Miller 2020, Intentions to Interv...(12mo)
-0.984
-1.128
-0.839
(9) Neins 2013, Prosocial Response to...(6mo)
-0.080
-0.296
0.136
Abbreviations. ES = pooled effect size, LCI = lower confidence interval, UCI = upper
confidence interval, mo = months, SV = sexual violence, DV = dating violence
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Table Supp5.
Influence analysis for prevention/helping intentions
(#) Omitted Study (Author, Year, Scale, Follow-up)
(1) Baker 2014, Reactive SV Bystander...(0.75mo)
(2) Baker 2014, Reactive SV Bystander...(1.75mo)
(3) Banyard 2019, Proactive DV/SV Hel...(3mo)
(4) Miller 2012,2013, Intentions to I...(3mo)
(5) Miller 2012,2013, Intentions to I...(12mo)
(6) Miller 2014, Intentions to Interv...(12mo)
(7) Miller 2020, Intentions to Interv...(3mo)
(8) Miller 2020, Intentions to Interv...(12mo)
(9) Neins 2013, Prosocial Response to...(6mo)

Effect
-0.032
-0.003
-0.004
-0.028
-0.006
-0.065
-0.075
0.043
0.002

SE
0.158
0.168
0.188
0.161
0.164
0.184
0.220
0.102
0.196

Z
-0.200
-0.016
-0.022
-0.175
-0.036
-0.351
-0.340
0.416
0.009

p
0.850
0.988
0.983
0.868
0.973
0.744
0.748
0.698
0.993
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Table Supp6.
Effect sizes for outcome 3 (student perpetration behavior)
(#) First Author, Year, Scale… (Follow-Up)
(001) Coker 2017, Alcohol or Drug Facil...(12mo)
(002) Coker 2017, Alcohol or Drug Facil...(24mo)
(003) Coker 2017, Alcohol or Drug Facil...(36mo)
(004) Coker 2017, Alcohol or Drug Facil...(48mo)
(005) Coker 2017, Coerced Sex...(12mo)
(006) Coker 2017, Coerced Sex...(24mo)
(007) Coker 2017, Coerced Sex...(36mo)
(008) Coker 2017, Coerced Sex...(48mo)
(009) Coker 2017, Physical Dating Viole...(12mo)
(010) Coker 2017, Physical Dating Viole...(24mo)
(011) Coker 2017, Physical Dating Viole...(36mo)
(012) Coker 2017, Physical Dating Viole...(48mo)
(013) Coker 2017, Physically Forced Sex...(12mo)
(014) Coker 2017, Physically Forced Sex...(24mo)
(015) Coker 2017, Physically Forced Sex...(36mo)
(016) Coker 2017, Physically Forced Sex...(48mo)
(017) Coker 2017, Psychological Dating ...(12mo)
(018) Coker 2017, Psychological Dating ...(24mo)
(019) Coker 2017, Psychological Dating ...(36mo)
(020) Coker 2017, Psychological Dating ...(48mo)
(021) Coker 2017, Sexual Harassment...(12mo)
(022) Coker 2017, Sexual Harassment...(24mo)
(023) Coker 2017, Sexual Harassment...(36mo)
(024) Coker 2017, Sexual Harassment...(48mo)
(025) Coker 2017, Sexual Violence...(12mo)
(026) Coker 2017, Sexual Violence...(24mo)
(027) Coker 2017, Sexual Violence...(36mo)
(028) Coker 2017, Sexual Violence...(48mo)
(029) Coker 2017, Stalking...(12mo)
(030) Coker 2017, Stalking...(24mo)
(031) Coker 2017, Stalking...(36mo)
(032) Coker 2017, Stalking...(48mo)
(033) deGraaf 2016, All Non-Contact Sex...(6mo)
(034) deGraaf 2016, All Physical Sexual...(6mo)
(035) deGraaf 2016, Direct Non-Contact ...(6mo)
(036) deGraaf 2016, Media-Related Non-C...(6mo)
(037) deGraaf 2016, Sexual Coercion Agg...(6mo)
(038) deGraaf 2016, Situation-Bounded S...(6mo)
(039) deGraaf 2016, Verbal Manipulation...(6mo)
(040) Edwards 2019, Sexual Assault & Da...(3mo)
(041) Edwards 2019, Sexual Assault & Da...(12mo)
(042) Edwards 2019, Sexual Assault & Da...(12mo)

ES
-1.217
0.060
-0.890
-0.851
0.342
-0.502
-0.181
-0.946
0.315
-0.635
-0.927
-0.468
-0.757
-0.246
1.223
0.097
0.815
-0.007
-0.210
-0.246
-0.047
-0.274
-0.511
-0.317
0.331
0.311
-0.437
-0.529
0.287
-0.078
-0.456
-0.192
0.511
0.634
0.000
-0.041
0.254
0.073
0.849
0.127
0.082
0.062

95%LCI
-1.269
0.008
-0.945
-0.906
0.273
-0.569
-0.252
-1.017
0.270
-0.681
-0.975
-0.517
-0.844
-0.330
1.136
0.013
0.789
-0.033
-0.237
-0.272
-0.077
-0.304
-0.542
-0.348
0.285
0.265
-0.486
-0.578
0.250
-0.115
-0.495
-0.230
0.372
0.495
-0.139
-0.203
0.042
-0.176
0.710
-0.067
-0.133
-0.107

95%UCI
-1.164
0.112
-0.834
-0.795
0.412
-0.435
-0.109
-0.876
0.361
-0.589
-0.878
-0.419
-0.671
-0.163
1.310
0.180
0.840
0.019
-0.184
-0.220
-0.017
-0.244
-0.481
-0.286
0.378
0.358
-0.388
-0.480
0.324
-0.041
-0.418
-0.153
0.651
0.773
0.139
0.121
0.467
0.321
0.988
0.322
0.297
0.232
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(043) Edwards 2019, Sexual Harassment &...(3mo)
(044) Edwards 2019, Sexual Harassment &...(12mo)
(045) Edwards 2019, Sexual Harassment &...(12mo)
(046) Espelage 2013,2015, Homophobic Na...(12mo)
(047) Espelage 2013,2015, Sexual Harass...(12mo)
(048) Espelage 2013,2015, Homophobic Na...(12mo)
(049) Espelage 2013,2015, Homophobic Na...(12mo)
(050) Espelage 2013,2015, Sexual Harass...(12mo)
(051) Espelage 2013,2015, Sexual Harass...(12mo)
(052) Fekkes 2016, Forced Sexual Behavi...(12mo)
(053) Fekkes 2016, Forced Sexual Behavi...(24mo)
(054) Fernandez-Gonzalez 2020, Online D...(6mo)
(055) Fernandez-Gonzalez 2020, Online D...(12mo)
(056) Fernandez-Gonzalez 2020, Total Da...(6mo)
(057) Fernandez-Gonzalez 2020, Total Da...(12mo)
(058) Fernandez-Gonzalez 2020, Traditio...(6mo)
(059) Fernandez-Gonzalez 2020, Traditio...(12mo)
(060) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Datin...(1mo)
(061) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Physi...(1mo)
(062) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Psych...(1mo)
(063) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sexua...(1mo)
(064) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Datin...(12mo)
(065) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Physi...(12mo)
(066) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Psych...(12mo)
(067) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sexua...(12mo)
(068) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Physi...(48mo)
(069) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Psych...(48mo)
(070) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Serio...(48mo)
(071) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sexua...(48mo)
(072) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Moder...(1mo)
(073) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Moder...(12mo)
(074) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Moder...(24mo)
(075) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Moder...(36mo)
(076) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Psych...(1mo)
(077) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Psych...(12mo)
(078) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Psych...(24mo)
(079) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Psych...(36mo)
(080) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sever...(1mo)
(081) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sever...(12mo)
(082) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sever...(24mo)
(083) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sever...(36mo)
(084) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sexua...(1mo)
(085) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sexua...(12mo)
(086) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sexua...(24mo)
(087) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sexua...(36mo)
(088) Gardner 2004, Verbal Aggression T...(3mo)

0.286
0.227
0.157
0.000
-0.034
-0.116
0.042
-0.197
0.027
2.240
-0.212
-1.739
-3.230
-1.789
-3.578
-2.288
-3.051
1.165
0.372
1.165
0.953
0.372
0.372
0.372
0.372
0.183
0.154
0.241
0.154
-0.170
-0.170
-0.147
-0.058
-0.197
-0.157
-0.054
-0.054
-0.142
-0.080
-0.186
-0.006
-0.231
-0.115
-0.264
-0.082
-0.175

0.043
-0.015
-0.126
-0.145
-0.184
-0.266
-0.183
-0.332
-0.183
1.914
-0.497
-2.152
-3.765
-2.205
-4.146
-2.741
-3.569
0.032
-0.685
0.032
-0.153
-0.685
-0.685
-0.685
-0.685
0.000
-0.029
0.058
-0.029
-0.283
-0.280
-0.280
-0.184
-0.311
-0.268
-0.186
-0.180
-0.256
-0.191
-0.319
-0.132
-0.345
-0.226
-0.397
-0.209
-0.376

0.529
0.470
0.440
0.145
0.116
0.034
0.267
-0.062
0.237
2.567
0.072
-1.326
-2.695
-1.372
-3.009
-1.835
-2.532
2.298
1.428
2.298
2.058
1.428
1.428
1.428
1.428
0.366
0.337
0.425
0.337
-0.056
-0.059
-0.015
0.069
-0.083
-0.047
0.079
0.073
-0.029
0.030
-0.053
0.120
-0.117
-0.005
-0.131
0.044
0.027
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(089) Gardner 2004, Violence Toward Dat...(3mo)
(090) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Physical & ...(0.25mo)
(091) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Physical & ...(0.25mo)
(092) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Physical & ...(3mo)
(093) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Physical & ...(3mo)
(094) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Physical & ...(12mo)
(095) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Physical & ...(12mo)
(096) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Psychologic...(0.25mo)
(097) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Psychologic...(0.25mo)
(098) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Psychologic...(3mo)
(099) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Psychologic...(3mo)
(100) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Psychologic...(12mo)
(101) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Psychologic...(12mo)
(102) Levesque 2016, Emotional Dating V...(6mo)
(103) Levesque 2016, Emotional Dating V...(12mo)
(104) Levesque 2016, Physical Dating Vi...(6mo)
(105) Levesque 2016, Physical Dating Vi...(12mo)
(106) Lijster 2016, Sexual Harassment...(6mo)
(107) Mathews 2016, Intimate Partner Vi...(6mo)
(108) Mathews 2016, Intimate Partner Vi...(12mo)
(109) Meiksin 2020, Dating & Relationsh...(12mo)
(110) Meiksin 2020, Dating & Relationsh...(12mo)
(111) Meiksin 2020, Physical Dating Vio...(12mo)
(112) Meiksin 2020, Psychological Datin...(12mo)
(113) Miller 2012,2013, Dating Abuse Be...(3mo)
(114) Miller 2012,2013, Dating Abuse Be...(12mo)
(115) Miller 2014, Sexual Violence...(12mo)
(116) Miller 2015, Electronic Dating Vi...(6mo)
(117) Miller 2015, Electronic Dating Vi...(18mo)
(118) Miller 2015, Physical Dating Viol...(6mo)
(119) Miller 2015, Physical Dating Viol...(18mo)
(120) Miller 2015, Psychological Dating...(6mo)
(121) Miller 2015, Psychological Dating...(18mo)
(122) Miller 2020, Adolescent Relations...(3mo)
(123) Miller 2020, Adolescent Relations...(3mo)
(124) Miller 2020, Adolescent Relations...(12mo)
(125) Miller 2020, Adolescent Relations...(12mo)
(126) Miller 2020, Cyber Sexual Abuse...(3mo)
(127) Miller 2020, Cyber Sexual Abuse...(12mo)
(128) Miller 2020, Homophobic Teasing...(3mo)
(129) Miller 2020, Homophobic Teasing...(12mo)
(130) Miller 2020, Sexual Harassment...(3mo)
(131) Miller 2020, Sexual Harassment...(12mo)
(132) Munoz-Fernandez 2019, Moderate Ph...(6mo)
(133) Munoz-Fernandez 2019, Moderate Ph...(12mo)
(134) Munoz-Fernandez 2019, Severe Phys...(6mo)

-0.493
-0.669
0.225
-3.400
0.510
-2.248
-0.468
-1.323
-0.704
-1.323
-0.646
-3.123
-2.658
-0.382
-0.350
-0.282
-0.264
-0.274
0.011
0.027
0.342
0.164
0.162
0.172
-0.103
-0.201
-0.234
0.080
0.000
0.100
0.020
0.120
0.000
-0.123
0.581
-0.189
-0.968
0.136
-0.028
0.132
0.101
0.042
-0.137
-0.097
0.022
-0.100

-0.697
-1.229
-0.246
-3.960
0.035
-2.783
-0.925
-1.873
-1.166
-1.873
-1.129
-3.643
-3.110
-0.512
-0.470
-0.427
-0.384
-0.421
-0.279
-0.303
0.253
0.078
0.060
0.083
-0.197
-0.315
-0.458
-0.024
-0.109
-0.004
-0.089
0.017
-0.109
-0.698
0.449
-0.619
-1.112
-0.669
-0.563
-0.633
-0.564
-0.773
-0.647
-0.221
-0.184
-0.224

-0.288
-0.109
0.696
-2.840
0.986
-1.713
-0.011
-0.772
-0.242
-0.772
-0.163
-2.603
-2.205
-0.252
-0.230
-0.137
-0.144
-0.127
0.301
0.357
0.431
0.250
0.265
0.262
-0.009
-0.087
-0.010
0.184
0.109
0.204
0.129
0.224
0.109
0.452
0.713
0.241
-0.823
0.941
0.507
0.897
0.766
0.857
0.373
0.026
0.228
0.024
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(135) Munoz-Fernandez 2019, Severe Phys...(12mo)
(136) Munoz-Fernandez 2019, Sexual Dati...(6mo)
(137) Munoz-Fernandez 2019, Sexual Dati...(12mo)
(138) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(4mo)
(139) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(4mo)
(140) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(4mo)
(141) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(4mo)
(142) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(12mo)
(143) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(12mo)
(144) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(12mo)
(145) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(12mo)
(146) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(16mo)
(147) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(16mo)
(148) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(16mo)
(149) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(16mo)
(150) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(24mo)
(151) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(24mo)
(152) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(24mo)
(153) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(24mo)
(154) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(34mo)
(155) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(34mo)
(156) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(34mo)
(157) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(34mo)
(158) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(4mo)
(159) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(4mo)
(160) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(4mo)
(161) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(4mo)
(162) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(12mo)
(163) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(12mo)
(164) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(12mo)
(165) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(12mo)
(166) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(16mo)
(167) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(16mo)
(168) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(16mo)
(169) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(16mo)
(170) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(24mo)
(171) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(24mo)
(172) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(24mo)
(173) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(24mo)
(174) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(34mo)
(175) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(34mo)
(176) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(34mo)
(177) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(34mo)
(178) Peskin 2019, All Dating Violence...(12mo)
(179) Peskin 2019, Cyber Dating Violenc...(12mo)
(180) Peskin 2019, Cyber Dating Violenc...(12mo)

-0.140
-0.033
-0.098
-3.096
-1.056
-1.319
-0.995
0.699
0.039
0.198
0.871
-1.149
0.626
-1.253
0.199
-0.100
0.430
-0.363
0.448
1.947
-0.430
-0.330
0.174
-0.348
1.902
-1.978
3.688
-0.359
3.846
-1.242
4.529
-2.526
2.991
-3.307
2.047
0.269
3.477
-1.978
2.165
-1.673
3.466
-2.877
1.365
-0.523
-0.500
-0.546

-0.346
-0.156
-0.304
-3.337
-1.223
-1.504
-1.166
0.532
-0.117
0.030
0.702
-1.324
0.466
-1.436
0.038
-0.263
0.272
-0.532
0.285
1.750
-0.588
-0.498
0.013
-0.512
1.714
-2.183
3.424
-0.523
3.583
-1.426
4.225
-2.744
2.763
-3.565
1.848
0.106
3.229
-2.183
1.963
-1.862
3.219
-3.116
1.186
-0.709
-0.795
-0.811

0.066
0.091
0.108
-2.855
-0.889
-1.134
-0.824
0.867
0.195
0.366
1.039
-0.973
0.786
-1.070
0.360
0.063
0.588
-0.194
0.611
2.145
-0.272
-0.161
0.335
-0.184
2.090
-1.774
3.953
-0.195
4.110
-1.059
4.833
-2.308
3.218
-3.049
2.246
0.433
3.724
-1.774
2.368
-1.484
3.713
-2.638
1.543
-0.336
-0.206
-0.281
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(181) Peskin 2019, Dating Violence...(12mo)
(182) Peskin 2019, Physical Dating Viol...(12mo)
(183) Peskin 2019, Physical Dating Viol...(12mo)
(184) Peskin 2019, Psychological Dating...(12mo)
(185) Peskin 2019, Psychological Dating...(12mo)
(186) Peskin 2019, Sexual Dating Violen...(12mo)
(187) Peskin 2019, Sexual Dating Violen...(12mo)
(188) Peskin 2019, Threatening Dating V...(12mo)
(189) Peskin 2019, Threatening Dating V...(12mo)
(190) Sanchez-Jimenez 2018, Online Dati...(6mo)
(191) Sanchez-Jimenez 2018, Physical Da...(6mo)
(192) Sanchez-Jimenez 2018, Psychologic...(6mo)
(193) Sosa-Rubi 2017, Physical Dating V...(6mo)
(194) Sosa-Rubi 2017, Physical Dating V...(6mo)
(195) Sosa-Rubi 2017, Psychological Dat...(6mo)
(196) Sosa-Rubi 2017, Psychological Dat...(6mo)
(197) Sosa-Rubi 2017, Sexual Dating Vio...(6mo)
(198) Sosa-Rubi 2017, Sexual Dating Vio...(6mo)
(199) Taylor 2010, All Dating Violence...(1.25mo)
(200) Taylor 2010, All Dating Violence...(1.25mo)
(201) Taylor 2010, All Dating Violence...(6mo)
(202) Taylor 2010, All Dating Violence...(6mo)
(203) Taylor 2010, Nonsexual Dating Vio...(1.25mo)
(204) Taylor 2010, Nonsexual Dating Vio...(1.25mo)
(205) Taylor 2010, Nonsexual Dating Vio...(6mo)
(206) Taylor 2010, Nonsexual Dating Vio...(6mo)
(207) Taylor 2010, Peer Sexual Violence...(1.25mo)
(208) Taylor 2010, Peer Sexual Violence...(1.25mo)
(209) Taylor 2010, Peer Sexual Violence...(6mo)
(210) Taylor 2010, Peer Sexual Violence...(6mo)
(211) Taylor 2010, Sexual Dating Violen...(1.25mo)
(212) Taylor 2010, Sexual Dating Violen...(1.25mo)
(213) Taylor 2010, Sexual Dating Violen...(6mo)
(214) Taylor 2010, Sexual Dating Violen...(6mo)
(215) Taylor 2010, Sexual Harassment...(1.25mo)
(216) Taylor 2010, Sexual Harassment...(1.25mo)
(217) Taylor 2010, Sexual Harassment...(6mo)
(218) Taylor 2010, Sexual Harassment...(6mo)
(219) Taylor 2010, All Dating Violence...(1.25mo)
(220) Taylor 2010, All Dating Violence...(1.25mo)
(221) Taylor 2010, All Dating Violence...(6mo)
(222) Taylor 2010, All Dating Violence...(6mo)
(223) Taylor 2010, Nonsexual Dating Vio...(1.25mo)
(224) Taylor 2010, Nonsexual Dating Vio...(1.25mo)
(225) Taylor 2010, Nonsexual Dating Vio...(6mo)
(226) Taylor 2010, Nonsexual Dating Vio...(6mo)

-0.644
-0.814
-1.244
-0.259
-0.219
-0.224
-0.170
-0.900
-1.317
-0.066
-0.050
0.052
-0.088
-1.298
-0.455
0.780
-0.211
-0.163
0.185
0.157
0.113
0.130
0.115
0.117
0.079
0.091
0.047
0.023
-0.074
-0.028
0.068
0.038
0.034
0.038
0.068
0.057
-0.289
-0.047
0.144
0.144
0.408
0.175
0.097
0.110
0.268
0.114

-0.797
-1.042
-1.441
-0.432
-0.355
-0.566
-0.492
-1.176
-1.556
-0.189
-0.173
-0.071
-0.316
-1.548
-0.631
0.603
-0.524
-0.569
0.066
0.038
-0.007
0.010
-0.004
-0.002
-0.041
-0.028
-0.073
-0.096
-0.194
-0.147
-0.051
-0.081
-0.085
-0.081
-0.051
-0.062
-0.408
-0.166
0.026
0.026
0.290
0.058
-0.020
-0.008
0.150
-0.004

-0.491
-0.587
-1.047
-0.087
-0.084
0.119
0.153
-0.624
-1.078
0.056
0.074
0.175
0.140
-1.047
-0.278
0.956
0.102
0.243
0.305
0.277
0.232
0.249
0.234
0.236
0.198
0.211
0.166
0.143
0.045
0.092
0.187
0.157
0.153
0.157
0.187
0.177
-0.170
0.073
0.261
0.261
0.525
0.293
0.215
0.227
0.385
0.231
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(227) Taylor 2010, Peer Sexual Violence...(1.25mo)
(228) Taylor 2010, Peer Sexual Violence...(1.25mo)
(229) Taylor 2010, Peer Sexual Violence...(6mo)
(230) Taylor 2010, Peer Sexual Violence...(6mo)
(231) Taylor 2010, Sexual Dating Violen...(1.25mo)
(232) Taylor 2010, Sexual Dating Violen...(1.25mo)
(233) Taylor 2010, Sexual Dating Violen...(6mo)
(234) Taylor 2010, Sexual Dating Violen...(6mo)
(235) Taylor 2010, Sexual Harassment...(1.25mo)
(236) Taylor 2010, Sexual Harassment...(1.25mo)
(237) Taylor 2010, Sexual Harassment...(6mo)
(238) Taylor 2010, Sexual Harassment...(6mo)
(239) Taylor 2013-SBC, Dating Sexual Vi...(1mo)
(240) Taylor 2013-SBC, Dating Sexual Vi...(6mo)
(241) Taylor 2013-SBC, Peer Sexual Viol...(1mo)
(242) Taylor 2013-SBC, Peer Sexual Viol...(6mo)
(243) Taylor 2013-SBC, Sexual Harassmen...(1mo)
(244) Taylor 2013-SBC, Sexual Harassmen...(6mo)
(245) Taylor 2013-BOTH, Dating Sexual V...(1mo)
(246) Taylor 2013-BOTH, Dating Sexual V...(6mo)
(247) Taylor 2013-BOTH, Peer Sexual Vio...(1mo)
(248) Taylor 2013-BOTH, Peer Sexual Vio...(6mo)
(249) Taylor 2013-BOTH, Sexual Harassme...(1mo)
(250) Taylor 2013-BOTH, Sexual Harassme...(6mo)
(251) Taylor 2013-SBS, Dating Sexual Vi...(1mo)
(252) Taylor 2013-SBS, Dating Sexual Vi...(6mo)
(253) Taylor 2013-SBS, Peer Sexual Viol...(1mo)
(254) Taylor 2013-SBS, Peer Sexual Viol...(6mo)
(255) Taylor 2013-SBS, Sexual Harassmen...(1mo)
(256) Taylor 2013-SBS, Sexual Harassmen...(6mo)
(257) Taylor 2017, Peer Sexual Violence...(6mo)
(258) Taylor 2017, Peer Sexual Violence...(6mo)
(259) Taylor 2017, Peer Sexual Violence...(6mo)
(260) Taylor 2017, Peer Sexual Violence...(6mo)
(261) Taylor 2017, Physical Dating Viol...(6mo)
(262) Taylor 2017, Physical Dating Viol...(6mo)
(263) Taylor 2017, Physical Dating Viol...(6mo)
(264) Taylor 2017, Physical Dating Viol...(6mo)
(265) Taylor 2017, Sexual Dating Violen...(6mo)
(266) Taylor 2017, Sexual Dating Violen...(6mo)
(267) Taylor 2017, Sexual Dating Violen...(6mo)
(268) Taylor 2017, Sexual Dating Violen...(6mo)
(269) Taylor 2017, Sexual Harassment...(6mo)
(270) Taylor 2017, Sexual Harassment...(6mo)
(271) Taylor 2017, Sexual Harassment...(6mo)
(272) Taylor 2017, Sexual Harassment...(6mo)

0.019
-0.008
0.008
0.004
0.046
0.034
0.133
0.059
0.051
-0.038
-0.444
-0.139
0.100
0.021
-0.086
0.060
-0.003
-0.047
-0.101
0.007
-0.177
-0.356
-0.097
0.001
0.024
-0.379
0.033
-0.353
0.025
0.082
-0.044
-0.052
-0.142
-0.181
-0.109
-0.238
-0.061
-0.229
-0.066
-0.197
-0.061
-0.116
-0.066
-0.083
0.000
-0.077

-0.099
-0.126
-0.109
-0.113
-0.071
-0.084
0.016
-0.059
-0.067
-0.155
-0.561
-0.257
-0.731
-0.751
-0.769
-0.644
-0.707
-0.720
-0.832
-0.757
-0.825
-0.964
-0.781
-0.693
-0.775
-1.083
-0.689
-0.975
-0.697
-0.622
-0.186
-1.099
-0.246
-0.953
-0.252
-1.102
-0.163
-0.993
-0.208
-1.181
-0.163
-1.105
-0.208
-1.038
-0.102
-1.020

0.137
0.109
0.126
0.122
0.164
0.151
0.251
0.177
0.168
0.080
-0.326
-0.022
0.931
0.792
0.598
0.764
0.701
0.625
0.631
0.771
0.472
0.251
0.586
0.694
0.824
0.325
0.756
0.269
0.748
0.786
0.099
0.995
-0.038
0.591
0.033
0.627
0.041
0.535
0.077
0.788
0.041
0.872
0.077
0.872
0.102
0.866
192

(273) Wolfe 2009, Physical Dating Viole...(30mo)
0.562
-1.388
2.512
(274) Wolfe 2009, Physical Dating Viole...(30mo)
0.011
-0.544
0.566
Abbreviations. ES = pooled effect size, LCI = lower confidence interval, UCI = upper
confidence interval, mo = months, SV = sexual violence, DV = dating violence
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Table Supp7.

Influence analysis for outcome 3 (student perpetration behavior

(#) Omitted Study (Author, Year, Scale, Follow-up)
(001) Coker 2017, Alcohol or Drug Facil...(12mo)
(002) Coker 2017, Alcohol or Drug Facil...(24mo)
(003) Coker 2017, Alcohol or Drug Facil...(36mo)
(004) Coker 2017, Alcohol or Drug Facil...(48mo)
(005) Coker 2017, Coerced Sex...(12mo)
(006) Coker 2017, Coerced Sex...(24mo)
(007) Coker 2017, Coerced Sex...(36mo)
(008) Coker 2017, Coerced Sex...(48mo)
(009) Coker 2017, Physical Dating Viole...(12mo)
(010) Coker 2017, Physical Dating Viole...(24mo)
(011) Coker 2017, Physical Dating Viole...(36mo)
(012) Coker 2017, Physical Dating Viole...(48mo)
(013) Coker 2017, Physically Forced Sex...(12mo)
(014) Coker 2017, Physically Forced Sex...(24mo)
(015) Coker 2017, Physically Forced Sex...(36mo)
(016) Coker 2017, Physically Forced Sex...(48mo)
(017) Coker 2017, Psychological Dating ...(12mo)
(018) Coker 2017, Psychological Dating ...(24mo)
(019) Coker 2017, Psychological Dating ...(36mo)
(020) Coker 2017, Psychological Dating ...(48mo)
(021) Coker 2017, Sexual Harassment...(12mo)
(022) Coker 2017, Sexual Harassment...(24mo)
(023) Coker 2017, Sexual Harassment...(36mo)
(024) Coker 2017, Sexual Harassment...(48mo)
(025) Coker 2017, Sexual Violence...(12mo)
(026) Coker 2017, Sexual Violence...(24mo)
(027) Coker 2017, Sexual Violence...(36mo)
(028) Coker 2017, Sexual Violence...(48mo)
(029) Coker 2017, Stalking...(12mo)
(030) Coker 2017, Stalking...(24mo)
(031) Coker 2017, Stalking...(36mo)
(032) Coker 2017, Stalking...(48mo)
(033) deGraaf 2016, All Non-Contact Sex...(6mo)
(034) deGraaf 2016, All Physical Sexual...(6mo)
(035) deGraaf 2016, Direct Non-Contact ...(6mo)
(036) deGraaf 2016, Media-Related Non-C...(6mo)
(037) deGraaf 2016, Sexual Coercion Agg...(6mo)
(038) deGraaf 2016, Situation-Bounded S...(6mo)
(039) deGraaf 2016, Verbal Manipulation...(6mo)

Effect
-0.137
-0.139
-0.138
-0.138
-0.140
-0.138
-0.139
-0.138
-0.140
-0.138
-0.138
-0.138
-0.138
-0.139
-0.141
-0.139
-0.140
-0.139
-0.139
-0.139
-0.139
-0.139
-0.138
-0.139
-0.140
-0.140
-0.138
-0.138
-0.139
-0.139
-0.138
-0.139
-0.140
-0.141
-0.137
-0.136
-0.138
-0.137
-0.142

SE
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.102
0.101
0.101
0.100

Z
-1.360
-1.378
-1.365
-1.365
-1.382
-1.370
-1.374
-1.364
-1.381
-1.368
-1.364
-1.370
-1.367
-1.374
-1.394
-1.378
-1.388
-1.377
-1.374
-1.373
-1.376
-1.373
-1.370
-1.372
-1.381
-1.381
-1.371
-1.370
-1.381
-1.376
-1.371
-1.374
-1.390
-1.400
-1.348
-1.343
-1.366
-1.350
-1.418

p
0.186
0.180
0.184
0.184
0.179
0.182
0.181
0.184
0.179
0.183
0.184
0.182
0.184
0.181
0.175
0.180
0.177
0.180
0.181
0.181
0.181
0.182
0.183
0.182
0.179
0.179
0.182
0.183
0.179
0.181
0.182
0.181
0.176
0.173
0.189
0.191
0.184
0.189
0.168
194

(040) Edwards 2019, Sexual Assault & Da...(3mo)
(041) Edwards 2019, Sexual Assault & Da...(12mo)
(042) Edwards 2019, Sexual Assault & Da...(12mo)
(043) Edwards 2019, Sexual Harassment &...(3mo)
(044) Edwards 2019, Sexual Harassment &...(12mo)
(045) Edwards 2019, Sexual Harassment &...(12mo)
(046) Espelage 2013,2015, Homophobic N...(12mo)
(047) Espelage 2013,2015, Sexual Harass...(12mo)
(048) Espelage 2013,2015, Homophobic N...(12mo)
(049) Espelage 2013,2015, Homophobic N...(12mo)
(050) Espelage 2013,2015, Sexual Harass...(12mo)
(051) Espelage 2013,2015, Sexual Harass...(12mo)
(052) Fekkes 2016, Forced Sexual Behavi...(12mo)
(053) Fekkes 2016, Forced Sexual Behavi...(24mo)
(054) Fernandez-Gonzalez 2020, Online D...(6mo)
(055) Fernandez-Gonzalez 2020, Online D...(12mo)
(056) Fernandez-Gonzalez 2020, Total Da...(6mo)
(057) Fernandez-Gonzalez 2020, Total Da...(12mo)
(058) Fernandez-Gonzalez 2020, Traditio...(6mo)
(059) Fernandez-Gonzalez 2020, Traditio...(12mo)
(060) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Datin...(1mo)
(061) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Physi...(1mo)
(062) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Psych...(1mo)
(063) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sexua...(1mo)
(064) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Datin...(12mo)
(065) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Physi...(12mo)
(066) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Psych...(12mo)
(067) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sexua...(12mo)
(068) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Physi...(48mo)
(069) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Psych...(48mo)
(070) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Serio...(48mo)
(071) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sexua...(48mo)
(072) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Moder...(1mo)
(073) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Moder...(12mo)
(074) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Moder...(24mo)
(075) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Moder...(36mo)
(076) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Psych...(1mo)
(077) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Psych...(12mo)
(078) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Psych...(24mo)
(079) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Psych...(36mo)
(080) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sever...(1mo)
(081) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sever...(12mo)
(082) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sever...(24mo)
(083) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sever...(36mo)
(084) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sexua...(1mo)
(085) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sexua...(12mo)

-0.139
-0.138
-0.138
-0.140
-0.139
-0.139
-0.139
-0.139
-0.138
-0.139
-0.138
-0.139
-0.178
-0.099
-0.143
-0.135
-0.143
-0.134
-0.140
-0.136
-0.140
-0.139
-0.140
-0.139
-0.139
-0.139
-0.139
-0.139
-0.139
-0.139
-0.139
-0.139
-0.138
-0.138
-0.138
-0.139
-0.138
-0.138
-0.139
-0.139
-0.138
-0.139
-0.138
-0.139
-0.138
-0.139

0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.090
0.125
0.105
0.098
0.104
0.097
0.102
0.099
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101

-1.372
-1.368
-1.367
-1.385
-1.380
-1.373
-1.378
-1.375
-1.368
-1.382
-1.361
-1.380
-1.974
-0.794
-1.371
-1.375
-1.371
-1.376
-1.373
-1.375
-1.386
-1.376
-1.386
-1.383
-1.376
-1.376
-1.376
-1.376
-1.375
-1.374
-1.376
-1.374
-1.370
-1.370
-1.371
-1.372
-1.370
-1.371
-1.372
-1.372
-1.371
-1.372
-1.370
-1.373
-1.370
-1.371

0.182
0.183
0.184
0.178
0.180
0.182
0.180
0.181
0.183
0.179
0.185
0.179
0.059
0.435
0.182
0.181
0.182
0.181
0.182
0.181
0.178
0.181
0.178
0.178
0.181
0.181
0.181
0.181
0.181
0.181
0.181
0.181
0.182
0.182
0.182
0.182
0.182
0.182
0.182
0.182
0.182
0.182
0.182
0.182
0.183
0.182
195

(086) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sexua...(24mo)
(087) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sexua...(36mo)
(088) Gardner 2004, Verbal Aggression T...(3mo)
(089) Gardner 2004, Violence Toward Dat...(3mo)
(090) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Physical &...(0.25mo)
(091) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Physical &...(0.25mo)
(092) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Physical & ...(3mo)
(093) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Physical & ...(3mo)
(094) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Physical & ...(12mo)
(095) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Physical & ...(12mo)
(096) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Psychologi...(0.25mo)
(097) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Psychologi...(0.25mo)
(098) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Psychologic...(3mo)
(099) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Psychologic...(3mo)
(100) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Psychologic...(12mo)
(101) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Psychologic...(12mo)
(102) Levesque 2016, Emotional Dating V...(6mo)
(103) Levesque 2016, Emotional Dating V...(12mo)
(104) Levesque 2016, Physical Dating Vi...(6mo)
(105) Levesque 2016, Physical Dating Vi...(12mo)
(106) Lijster 2016, Sexual Harassment...(6mo)
(107) Mathews 2016, Intimate Partner Vi...(6mo)
(108) Mathews 2016, Intimate Partner Vi...(12mo)
(109) Meiksin 2020, Dating & Relationsh...(12mo)
(110) Meiksin 2020, Dating & Relationsh...(12mo)
(111) Meiksin 2020, Physical Dating Vio...(12mo)
(112) Meiksin 2020, Psychological Datin...(12mo)
(113) Miller 2012,2013, Dating Abuse Be...(3mo)
(114) Miller 2012,2013, Dating Abuse Be...(12mo)
(115) Miller 2014, Sexual Violence...(12mo)
(116) Miller 2015, Electronic Dating Vi...(6mo)
(117) Miller 2015, Electronic Dating Vi...(18mo)
(118) Miller 2015, Physical Dating Viol...(6mo)
(119) Miller 2015, Physical Dating Viol...(18mo)
(120) Miller 2015, Psychological Dating...(6mo)
(121) Miller 2015, Psychological Dating...(18mo)
(122) Miller 2020, Adolescent Relations...(3mo)
(123) Miller 2020, Adolescent Relations...(3mo)
(124) Miller 2020, Adolescent Relations...(12mo)
(125) Miller 2020, Adolescent Relations...(12mo)
(126) Miller 2020, Cyber Sexual Abuse...(3mo)
(127) Miller 2020, Cyber Sexual Abuse...(12mo)
(128) Miller 2020, Homophobic Teasing...(3mo)
(129) Miller 2020, Homophobic Teasing...(12mo)
(130) Miller 2020, Sexual Harassment...(3mo)
(131) Miller 2020, Sexual Harassment...(12mo)

-0.138
-0.139
-0.145
-0.132
-0.141
-0.143
-0.133
-0.144
-0.136
-0.141
-0.139
-0.140
-0.139
-0.141
-0.134
-0.135
-0.138
-0.138
-0.139
-0.139
-0.134
-0.139
-0.139
-0.141
-0.138
-0.138
-0.138
-0.141
-0.136
-0.136
-0.139
-0.138
-0.139
-0.138
-0.139
-0.138
-0.138
-0.141
-0.138
-0.136
-0.139
-0.139
-0.139
-0.139
-0.139
-0.138

0.101
0.101
0.102
0.101
0.102
0.103
0.099
0.103
0.100
0.102
0.101
0.102
0.101
0.102
0.099
0.100
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.106
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.105
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101

-1.369
-1.372
-1.424
-1.318
-1.383
-1.392
-1.345
-1.396
-1.362
-1.384
-1.374
-1.381
-1.374
-1.382
-1.349
-1.354
-1.366
-1.370
-1.379
-1.380
-1.264
-1.371
-1.377
-1.397
-1.366
-1.365
-1.367
-1.393
-1.354
-1.287
-1.376
-1.369
-1.378
-1.371
-1.380
-1.369
-1.371
-1.392
-1.369
-1.345
-1.380
-1.374
-1.380
-1.379
-1.377
-1.371

0.183
0.182
0.166
0.199
0.179
0.176
0.190
0.175
0.185
0.178
0.181
0.179
0.181
0.179
0.189
0.187
0.184
0.183
0.180
0.179
0.218
0.182
0.180
0.174
0.184
0.184
0.183
0.176
0.188
0.210
0.181
0.183
0.180
0.182
0.179
0.183
0.182
0.176
0.183
0.190
0.179
0.181
0.179
0.180
0.180
0.182
196

(132) Munoz-Fernandez 2019, Moderate P...(6mo)
(133) Munoz-Fernandez 2019, Moderate P...(12mo)
(134) Munoz-Fernandez 2019, Severe Phys...(6mo)
(135) Munoz-Fernandez 2019, Severe Phys...(12mo)
(136) Munoz-Fernandez 2019, Sexual Dati...(6mo)
(137) Munoz-Fernandez 2019, Sexual Dati...(12mo)
(138) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(4mo)
(139) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(4mo)
(140) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(4mo)
(141) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(4mo)
(142) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(12mo)
(143) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(12mo)
(144) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(12mo)
(145) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(12mo)
(146) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(16mo)
(147) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(16mo)
(148) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(16mo)
(149) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(16mo)
(150) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(24mo)
(151) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(24mo)
(152) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(24mo)
(153) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(24mo)
(154) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(34mo)
(155) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(34mo)
(156) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(34mo)
(157) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(34mo)
(158) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(4mo)
(159) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(4mo)
(160) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(4mo)
(161) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(4mo)
(162) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(12mo)
(163) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(12mo)
(164) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(12mo)
(165) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(12mo)
(166) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(16mo)
(167) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(16mo)
(168) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(16mo)
(169) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(16mo)
(170) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(24mo)
(171) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(24mo)
(172) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(24mo)
(173) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(24mo)
(174) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(34mo)
(175) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(34mo)
(176) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(34mo)
(177) Niolon 2019, Negative Conflict Re...(34mo)

-0.139
-0.139
-0.139
-0.138
-0.139
-0.138
-0.135
-0.138
-0.137
-0.138
-0.139
-0.139
-0.139
-0.139
-0.137
-0.139
-0.137
-0.139
-0.139
-0.139
-0.138
-0.139
-0.140
-0.138
-0.138
-0.139
-0.138
-0.140
-0.137
-0.142
-0.138
-0.142
-0.137
-0.142
-0.136
-0.141
-0.135
-0.141
-0.139
-0.142
-0.137
-0.141
-0.137
-0.142
-0.135
-0.140

0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.100
0.101
0.100
0.101
0.100
0.101
0.100
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.100
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.100
0.101
0.101

-1.372
-1.382
-1.371
-1.369
-1.377
-1.372
-1.334
-1.359
-1.355
-1.359
-1.379
-1.372
-1.373
-1.381
-1.358
-1.379
-1.356
-1.374
-1.370
-1.376
-1.367
-1.376
-1.394
-1.366
-1.367
-1.373
-1.367
-1.394
-1.348
-1.414
-1.367
-1.416
-1.356
-1.424
-1.341
-1.406
-1.331
-1.395
-1.374
-1.412
-1.348
-1.397
-1.351
-1.412
-1.337
-1.387

0.182
0.179
0.182
0.183
0.180
0.182
0.194
0.186
0.187
0.186
0.180
0.182
0.181
0.179
0.186
0.180
0.187
0.181
0.182
0.181
0.183
0.181
0.175
0.184
0.183
0.182
0.183
0.175
0.190
0.169
0.183
0.169
0.187
0.166
0.192
0.172
0.195
0.175
0.181
0.170
0.190
0.174
0.188
0.170
0.193
0.177
197

(178) Peskin 2019, All Dating Violence...(12mo)
(179) Peskin 2019, Cyber Dating Violenc...(12mo)
(180) Peskin 2019, Cyber Dating Violenc...(12mo)
(181) Peskin 2019, Dating Violence...(12mo)
(182) Peskin 2019, Physical Dating Viol...(12mo)
(183) Peskin 2019, Physical Dating Viol...(12mo)
(184) Peskin 2019, Psychological Dating...(12mo)
(185) Peskin 2019, Psychological Dating...(12mo)
(186) Peskin 2019, Sexual Dating Violen...(12mo)
(187) Peskin 2019, Sexual Dating Violen...(12mo)
(188) Peskin 2019, Threatening Dating V...(12mo)
(189) Peskin 2019, Threatening Dating V...(12mo)
(190) Sanchez-Jimenez 2018, Online Dati...(6mo)
(191) Sanchez-Jimenez 2018, Physical Da...(6mo)
(192) Sanchez-Jimenez 2018, Psychologic...(6mo)
(193) Sosa-Rubi 2017, Physical Dating V...(6mo)
(194) Sosa-Rubi 2017, Physical Dating V...(6mo)
(195) Sosa-Rubi 2017, Psychological Dat...(6mo)
(196) Sosa-Rubi 2017, Psychological Dat...(6mo)
(197) Sosa-Rubi 2017, Sexual Dating Vio...(6mo)
(198) Sosa-Rubi 2017, Sexual Dating Vio...(6mo)
(199) Taylor 2010, All Dating Violence...(1.25mo)
(200) Taylor 2010, All Dating Violence...(1.25mo)
(201) Taylor 2010, All Dating Violence...(6mo)
(202) Taylor 2010, All Dating Violence...(6mo)
(203) Taylor 2010, Nonsexual Dating Vio...(1.25mo)
(204) Taylor 2010, Nonsexual Dating Vio...(1.25mo)
(205) Taylor 2010, Nonsexual Dating Vio...(6mo)
(206) Taylor 2010, Nonsexual Dating Vio...(6mo)
(207) Taylor 2010, Peer Sexual Violence...(1.25mo)
(208) Taylor 2010, Peer Sexual Violence...(1.25mo)
(209) Taylor 2010, Peer Sexual Violence...(6mo)
(210) Taylor 2010, Peer Sexual Violence...(6mo)
(211) Taylor 2010, Sexual Dating Violen...(1.25mo)
(212) Taylor 2010, Sexual Dating Violen...(1.25mo)
(213) Taylor 2010, Sexual Dating Violen...(6mo)
(214) Taylor 2010, Sexual Dating Violen...(6mo)
(215) Taylor 2010, Sexual Harassment...(1.25mo)
(216) Taylor 2010, Sexual Harassment...(1.25mo)
(217) Taylor 2010, Sexual Harassment...(6mo)
(218) Taylor 2010, Sexual Harassment...(6mo)
(219) Taylor 2010, All Dating Violence...(1.25mo)
(220) Taylor 2010, All Dating Violence...(1.25mo)
(221) Taylor 2010, All Dating Violence...(6mo)
(222) Taylor 2010, All Dating Violence...(6mo)
(223) Taylor 2010, Nonsexual Dating Vio...(1.25mo)
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0.206
0.186
0.163
0.180
0.179
0.181
0.181
0.181
0.181
0.181
0.181
0.181
0.181
0.181
0.181
0.182
0.182
0.181
0.181
0.181
0.181
0.181
0.181
0.183
0.182
0.181
0.181
0.180
0.181
0.181
198

(224) Taylor 2010, Nonsexual Dating Vio...(1.25mo)
(225) Taylor 2010, Nonsexual Dating Vio...(6mo)
(226) Taylor 2010, Nonsexual Dating Vio...(6mo)
(227) Taylor 2010, Peer Sexual Violence...(1.25mo)
(228) Taylor 2010, Peer Sexual Violence...(1.25mo)
(229) Taylor 2010, Peer Sexual Violence...(6mo)
(230) Taylor 2010, Peer Sexual Violence...(6mo)
(231) Taylor 2010, Sexual Dating Violen...(1.25mo)
(232) Taylor 2010, Sexual Dating Violen...(1.25mo)
(233) Taylor 2010, Sexual Dating Violen...(6mo)
(234) Taylor 2010, Sexual Dating Violen...(6mo)
(235) Taylor 2010, Sexual Harassment...(1.25mo)
(236) Taylor 2010, Sexual Harassment...(1.25mo)
(237) Taylor 2010, Sexual Harassment...(6mo)
(238) Taylor 2010, Sexual Harassment...(6mo)
(239) Taylor 2013-SBC, Dating Sexual Vi...(1mo)
(240) Taylor 2013-SBC, Dating Sexual Vi...(6mo)
(241) Taylor 2013-SBC, Peer Sexual Viol...(1mo)
(242) Taylor 2013-SBC, Peer Sexual Viol...(6mo)
(243) Taylor 2013-SBC, Sexual Harassmen...(1mo)
(244) Taylor 2013-SBC, Sexual Harassmen...(6mo)
(245) Taylor 2013-BOTH, Dating Sexual V...(1mo)
(246) Taylor 2013-BOTH, Dating Sexual V...(6mo)
(247) Taylor 2013-BOTH, Peer Sexual Vio...(1mo)
(248) Taylor 2013-BOTH, Peer Sexual Vio...(6mo)
(249) Taylor 2013-BOTH, Sexual Harassme...(1mo)
(250) Taylor 2013-BOTH, Sexual Harassme...(6mo)
(251) Taylor 2013-SBS, Dating Sexual Vi...(1mo)
(252) Taylor 2013-SBS, Dating Sexual Vi...(6mo)
(253) Taylor 2013-SBS, Peer Sexual Viol...(1mo)
(254) Taylor 2013-SBS, Peer Sexual Viol...(6mo)
(255) Taylor 2013-SBS, Sexual Harassmen...(1mo)
(256) Taylor 2013-SBS, Sexual Harassmen...(6mo)
(257) Taylor 2017, Peer Sexual Violence...(6mo)
(258) Taylor 2017, Peer Sexual Violence...(6mo)
(259) Taylor 2017, Peer Sexual Violence...(6mo)
(260) Taylor 2017, Peer Sexual Violence...(6mo)
(261) Taylor 2017, Physical Dating Viol...(6mo)
(262) Taylor 2017, Physical Dating Viol...(6mo)
(263) Taylor 2017, Physical Dating Viol...(6mo)
(264) Taylor 2017, Physical Dating Viol...(6mo)
(265) Taylor 2017, Sexual Dating Violen...(6mo)
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(270) Taylor 2017, Sexual Harassment...(6mo)
(271) Taylor 2017, Sexual Harassment...(6mo)
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Table Supp8.
Effect sizes for outcome 4 (student perpetration intention)
(#) First Author, Year, Scale… (Follow-Up)
ES
95%LCI 95%UCI
(001) Benatov 2021, Willingness for Soc...(0mo)
-7.963
-9.203
-6.723
(002) Benatov 2021, Willingness for Soc...(6mo)
-8.356
-9.651
-7.061
(003) Berger 2016, Readiness for Social...(0mo)
-0.720
-0.945
-0.495
(004) Berger 2016, Readiness for Social...(15mo)
-1.243
-1.481
-1.005
(005) Berger 2018-C, Readiness for Soci...(6mo)
-0.427
-0.831
-0.024
(006) Berger 2018-C, Readiness for Soci...(12mo)
-0.494
-0.899
-0.088
(007) Berger 2018-S, Readiness for Soci...(6mo)
-0.305
-0.700
0.090
(008) Berger 2018-S, Readiness for Soci...(12mo)
-0.534
-0.934
-0.134
(009) Griffin 2018-AU, Willingness to I...(0.5mo)
-0.036
-0.458
0.386
(010) Griffin 2018-HFA, Willingness to ...(0.5mo)
0.177
-0.236
0.590
(011) Griffin 2018-TD, Willingness to I...(0.5mo)
0.184
-0.210
0.578
(012) Morris 2020, Willingness to Inter...(0mo)
-0.056
-0.318
0.207
(013) Pennington 2011, Homophobic Ag...(0.25mo)
-0.291
-0.754
0.172
Abbreviations. ES = pooled effect size, LCI = lower confidence interval, UCI = upper
confidence interval, mo = months, SV = sexual violence, DV = dating violence
a Excluded as an outlier
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Table Supp9
Influence analysis for outcome 4 (student perpetration intention)
(#) Omitted Study (Author, Year, Scale, Follow-up)
(001) Benatov 2021, Willingness for Soc...(0mo)
(002) Benatov 2021, Willingness for Soc...(6mo)
(003) Berger 2016, Readiness for Social...(0mo)
(004) Berger 2016, Readiness for Social...(15mo)
(005) Berger 2018-C, Readiness for Soci...(6mo)
(006) Berger 2018-C, Readiness for Soci...(12mo)
(007) Berger 2018-S, Readiness for Soci...(6mo)
(008) Berger 2018-S, Readiness for Soci...(12mo)
(009) Griffin 2018-AU, Willingness to I...(0.5mo)
(010) Griffin 2018-HFA, Willingness to ...(0.5mo)
(011) Griffin 2018-TD, Willingness to I...(0.5mo)
(012) Morris 2020, Willingness to Inter...(0mo)
(013) Pennington 2011, Homophobic Ag...(0.25mo)

Effect
-1.013
-0.977
-1.028
-0.962
-0.999
-0.991
-1.008
-0.982
-1.129
-1.154
-1.156
-1.136
-1.096

SE
0.793
0.756
0.778
0.772
0.774
0.775
0.773
0.775
0.882
0.876
0.876
0.890
0.885

Z
-1.279
-1.292
-1.322
-1.246
-1.290
-1.280
-1.303
-1.267
-1.280
-1.318
-1.320
-1.276
-1.238

p
0.237
0.233
0.223
0.248
0.233
0.237
0.229
0.241
0.242
0.229
0.229
0.243
0.256
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Table Supp10
Effect sizes for outcome 5 (student victimization experience)
(#) First Author, Year, Scale… (Follow-Up)
(001) Baiocchi 2017, Sexual Assault...(9mo)
(002) Coker 2017, Alcohol or Drug Facil...(12mo)
(003) Coker 2017, Alcohol or Drug Facil...(24mo)
(004) Coker 2017, Alcohol or Drug Facil...(36mo)
(005) Coker 2017, Alcohol or Drug Facil...(48mo)
(006) Coker 2017, Coerced Sex...(12mo)
(007) Coker 2017, Coerced Sex...(24mo)
(008) Coker 2017, Coerced Sex...(36mo)
(009) Coker 2017, Coerced Sex...(48mo)
(010) Coker 2017, Physical Dating Viole...(12mo)
(011) Coker 2017, Physical Dating Viole...(24mo)
(012) Coker 2017, Physical Dating Viole...(36mo)
(013) Coker 2017, Physical Dating Viole...(48mo)
(014) Coker 2017, Physically Forced Sex...(12mo)
(015) Coker 2017, Physically Forced Sex...(24mo)
(016) Coker 2017, Physically Forced Sex...(36mo)
(017) Coker 2017, Physically Forced Sex...(48mo)
(018) Coker 2017, Psychological Dating ...(12mo)
(019) Coker 2017, Psychological Dating ...(24mo)
(020) Coker 2017, Psychological Dating ...(36mo)
(021) Coker 2017, Psychological Dating ...(48mo)
(022) Coker 2017, Sexual Harassment...(12mo)
(023) Coker 2017, Sexual Harassment...(24mo)
(024) Coker 2017, Sexual Harassment...(36mo)
(025) Coker 2017, Sexual Harassment...(48mo)
(026) Coker 2017, Sexual Violence...(12mo)
(027) Coker 2017, Sexual Violence...(24mo)
(028) Coker 2017, Sexual Violence...(36mo)
(029) Coker 2017, Sexual Violence...(48mo)
(030) Coker 2017, Stalking...(12mo)
(031) Coker 2017, Stalking...(24mo)
(032) Coker 2017, Stalking...(36mo)
(033) Coker 2017, Stalking...(48mo)
(034) Decker 2018, Sexual Violence...(11mo)
(035) Devries 2017, Sexual Violence...(3mo)
(036) Devries 2017, Sexual Violence...(3mo)
(037) Edwards 2019, Sexual Assault & Da...(3mo)
(038) Edwards 2019, Sexual Assault & Da...(12mo)
(039) Edwards 2019, Sexual Assault & Da...(12mo)
(040) Edwards 2019, Sexual Harassment &...(3mo)
(041) Edwards 2019, Sexual Harassment &...(12mo)
(042) Edwards 2019, Sexual Harassment &...(12mo)

ES
-0.021
1.533
-0.626
-0.523
-0.211
0.632
-1.156
-0.380
-0.161
0.279
0.700
-0.638
-0.306
-0.538
-0.087
0.412
0.163
0.600
-0.004
-0.241
-0.229
0.150
-0.066
-0.554
-0.337
1.827
-0.505
-0.238
-0.179
-0.311
-0.237
-0.813
-0.396
-1.444
1.091
0.767
0.077
0.062
0.058
0.037
0.161
0.072

95%LCI
-1.251
1.490
-0.668
-0.567
-0.256
0.596
-1.192
-0.417
-0.199
0.240
0.661
-0.678
-0.346
-0.598
-0.146
0.351
0.101
0.576
-0.028
-0.265
-0.254
0.126
-0.090
-0.578
-0.361
1.795
-0.536
-0.271
-0.212
-0.337
-0.262
-0.838
-0.421
-1.484
0.790
0.492
-0.092
-0.083
-0.050
-0.102
-0.004
-0.110

95%UCI
1.209
1.575
-0.583
-0.478
-0.167
0.669
-1.120
-0.342
-0.123
0.317
0.739
-0.598
-0.265
-0.478
-0.028
0.474
0.224
0.624
0.020
-0.216
-0.205
0.174
-0.042
-0.530
-0.313
1.858
-0.473
-0.205
-0.146
-0.286
-0.212
-0.787
-0.370
-1.405
1.391
1.041
0.246
0.207
0.166
0.177
0.327
0.254
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(043) Espelage 2013,2015, Homophobic Na...(12mo)
(044) Espelage 2013,2015, Sexual Harass...(12mo)
(045) Espelage 2013,2015, Homophobic Na...(12mo)
(046) Espelage 2013,2015, Homophobic Na...(12mo)
(047) Espelage 2013,2015, Sexual Harass...(12mo)
(048) Espelage 2013,2015, Sexual Harass...(12mo)
(049) Fekkes 2016, Forced Sexual Behavi...(12mo)
(050) Fekkes 2016, Forced Sexual Behavi...(24mo)
(051) Fernandez-Gonzalez 2020, Online D...(6mo)
(052) Fernandez-Gonzalez 2020, Online D...(12mo)
(053) Fernandez-Gonzalez 2020, Total Da...(6mo)
(054) Fernandez-Gonzalez 2020, Total Da...(12mo)
(055) Fernandez-Gonzalez 2020, Traditio...(6mo)
(056) Fernandez-Gonzalez 2020, Traditio...(12mo)
(057) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Datin...(12mo)
(058) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Physi...(12mo)
(059) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Psych...(12mo)
(060) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sexua...(12mo)
(061) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Physi...(48mo)
(062) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Psych...(48mo)
(063) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Serio...(48mo)
(064) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sexua...(48mo)
(065) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Moder...(1mo)
(066) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Moder...(12mo)
(067) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Moder...(24mo)
(068) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Moder...(36mo)
(069) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Psych...(1mo)
(070) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Psych...(12mo)
(071) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Psych...(24mo)
(072) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Psych...(36mo)
(073) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sever...(1mo)
(074) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sever...(12mo)
(075) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sever...(24mo)
(076) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sever...(36mo)
(077) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sexua...(1mo)
(078) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sexua...(12mo)
(079) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sexua...(24mo)
(080) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sexua...(36mo)
(081) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Physical & ...(0.25mo)
(082) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Physical & ...(0.25mo)
(083) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Physical & ...(3mo)
(084) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Physical & ...(3mo)
(085) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Physical & ...(12mo)
(086) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Physical & ...(12mo)
(087) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Psychologic...(0.25mo)
(088) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Psychologic...(0.25mo)

0.000
-0.023
-0.229
0.067
-0.151
0.058
1.749
0.415
-0.596
-1.391
-0.260
-0.651
0.000
-0.277
0.372
0.372
0.372
0.372
0.154
0.154
0.183
0.241
-0.091
-0.148
-0.052
-0.042
-0.089
0.005
0.023
0.039
-0.103
-0.206
-0.200
-0.103
-0.086
-0.110
-0.049
-0.086
-1.197
-0.237
-0.949
-0.237
-0.689
-0.594
-0.946
-0.340

-0.145
-0.153
-0.364
-0.193
-0.286
-0.162
1.558
0.205
-0.955
-1.783
-0.613
-1.011
-0.351
-0.630
-0.685
-0.685
-0.685
-0.685
-0.029
-0.029
0.000
0.058
-0.204
-0.258
-0.184
-0.167
-0.202
-0.105
-0.109
-0.087
-0.216
-0.316
-0.332
-0.231
-0.199
-0.221
-0.181
-0.212
-1.743
-0.704
-1.487
-0.704
-1.220
-1.053
-1.488
-0.831

0.145
0.107
-0.094
0.327
-0.016
0.278
1.939
0.625
-0.237
-0.999
0.092
-0.290
0.351
0.076
1.428
1.428
1.428
1.428
0.337
0.337
0.366
0.425
0.022
-0.038
0.080
0.084
0.024
0.115
0.155
0.165
0.010
-0.095
-0.067
0.025
0.027
0.000
0.083
0.040
-0.651
0.230
-0.412
0.230
-0.157
-0.134
-0.405
0.152
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(089) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Psychologic...(3mo)
(090) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Psychologic...(3mo)
(091) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Psychologic...(12mo)
(092) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Psychologic...(12mo)
(093) Levesque 2016, Emotional Dating V...(6mo)
(094) Levesque 2016, Emotional Dating V...(12mo)
(095) Levesque 2016, Physical Dating Vi...(6mo)
(096) Levesque 2016, Physical Dating Vi...(12mo)
(097) Lijster 2016, Sexual Harassment...(6mo)
(098) Mathews 2016, Intimate Partner Vi...(6mo)
(099) Mathews 2016, Intimate Partner Vi...(12mo)
(100) Meiksin 2020, Dating & Relationsh...(12mo)
(101) Meiksin 2020, Dating & Relationsh...(12mo)
(102) Meiksin 2020, Physical Dating Vio...(12mo)
(103) Meiksin 2020, Psychological Datin...(12mo)
(104) Miller 2015, Electronic Dating Vi...(6mo)
(105) Miller 2015, Electronic Dating Vi...(18mo)
(106) Miller 2015, Physical Dating Viol...(6mo)
(107) Miller 2015, Physical Dating Viol...(18mo)
(108) Miller 2015, Psychological Dating...(6mo)
(109) Miller 2015, Psychological Dating...(18mo)
(110) Munoz-Fernandez 2019, Moderate Ph...(6mo)
(111) Munoz-Fernandez 2019, Moderate Ph...(12mo)
(112) Munoz-Fernandez 2019, Severe Phys...(6mo)
(113) Munoz-Fernandez 2019, Severe Phys...(12mo)
(114) Munoz-Fernandez 2019, Sexual Dati...(6mo)
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-0.543
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-0.993
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-0.028
-1.053
0.997
Abbreviations. ES = pooled effect size, LCI = lower confidence interval, UCI = upper
confidence interval, mo = months, SV = sexual violence, DV = dating violence
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Table Supp11
Influence analysis for outcome 5 (student victimization experience)
(#) Omitted Study (Author, Year, Scale, Follow-up) Effect
SE
(001) Baiocchi 2017, Sexual Assault...(9mo)
-0.093
0.104
(002) Coker 2017, Alcohol or Drug Facil...(12mo)
-0.094
0.102
(003) Coker 2017, Alcohol or Drug Facil...(24mo)
-0.091
0.101
(004) Coker 2017, Alcohol or Drug Facil...(36mo)
-0.091
0.101
(005) Coker 2017, Alcohol or Drug Facil...(48mo)
-0.091
0.101
(006) Coker 2017, Coerced Sex...(12mo)
-0.093
0.101
(007) Coker 2017, Coerced Sex...(24mo)
-0.090
0.101
(008) Coker 2017, Coerced Sex...(36mo)
-0.091
0.101
(009) Coker 2017, Coerced Sex...(48mo)
-0.091
0.101
(010) Coker 2017, Physical Dating Viole...(12mo)
-0.092
0.101
(011) Coker 2017, Physical Dating Viole...(24mo)
-0.093
0.101
(012) Coker 2017, Physical Dating Viole...(36mo)
-0.091
0.101
(013) Coker 2017, Physical Dating Viole...(48mo)
-0.091
0.101
(014) Coker 2017, Physically Forced Sex...(12mo)
-0.091
0.101
(015) Coker 2017, Physically Forced Sex...(24mo)
-0.092
0.101
(016) Coker 2017, Physically Forced Sex...(36mo)
-0.092
0.101
(017) Coker 2017, Physically Forced Sex...(48mo)
-0.092
0.101
(018) Coker 2017, Psychological Dating ...(12mo)
-0.093
0.101
(019) Coker 2017, Psychological Dating ...(24mo)
-0.092
0.101
(020) Coker 2017, Psychological Dating ...(36mo)
-0.091
0.101
(021) Coker 2017, Psychological Dating ...(48mo)
-0.091
0.101
(022) Coker 2017, Sexual Harassment...(12mo)
-0.092
0.101
(023) Coker 2017, Sexual Harassment...(24mo)
-0.092
0.101
(024) Coker 2017, Sexual Harassment...(36mo)
-0.091
0.101
(025) Coker 2017, Sexual Harassment...(48mo)
-0.091
0.101
(026) Coker 2017, Sexual Violence...(12mo)
-0.095
0.102
(027) Coker 2017, Sexual Violence...(24mo)
-0.091
0.101
(028) Coker 2017, Sexual Violence...(36mo)
-0.091
0.101
(029) Coker 2017, Sexual Violence...(48mo)
-0.091
0.101
(030) Coker 2017, Stalking...(12mo)
-0.091
0.101
(031) Coker 2017, Stalking...(24mo)
-0.091
0.101
(032) Coker 2017, Stalking...(36mo)
-0.090
0.101
(033) Coker 2017, Stalking...(48mo)
-0.091
0.101
(034) Decker 2018, Sexual Violence...(11mo)
-0.019
0.076
(035) Devries 2017, Sexual Violence...(3mo)
-0.098
0.099
(036) Devries 2017, Sexual Violence...(3mo)
-0.086
0.104
(037) Edwards 2019, Sexual Assault & Da...(3mo)
-0.092
0.101
(038) Edwards 2019, Sexual Assault & Da...(12mo) -0.091
0.101
(039) Edwards 2019, Sexual Assault & Da...(12mo) -0.091
0.101
(040) Edwards 2019, Sexual Harassment &...(3mo)
-0.091
0.101
(041) Edwards 2019, Sexual Harassment &...(12mo) -0.092
0.101
(042) Edwards 2019, Sexual Harassment &...(12mo) -0.091
0.101

Z
-0.898
-0.929
-0.894
-0.896
-0.901
-0.914
-0.886
-0.898
-0.902
-0.909
-0.915
-0.894
-0.899
-0.896
-0.903
-0.911
-0.907
-0.914
-0.904
-0.900
-0.900
-0.907
-0.903
-0.895
-0.899
-0.934
-0.896
-0.900
-0.901
-0.899
-0.900
-0.891
-0.898
-0.244
-0.985
-0.824
-0.903
-0.902
-0.901
-0.899
-0.911
-0.902

p
0.379
0.363
0.380
0.380
0.377
0.370
0.385
0.378
0.377
0.373
0.369
0.381
0.378
0.380
0.376
0.372
0.374
0.370
0.375
0.377
0.377
0.374
0.376
0.380
0.378
0.360
0.379
0.377
0.377
0.378
0.377
0.382
0.379
0.810
0.335
0.419
0.376
0.377
0.377
0.378
0.372
0.376
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(043) Espelage 2013,2015, Homophobic N...(12mo)
(044) Espelage 2013,2015, Sexual Harass...(12mo)
(045) Espelage 2013,2015, Homophobic N...(12mo)
(046) Espelage 2013,2015, Homophobic N...(12mo)
(047) Espelage 2013,2015, Sexual Harass...(12mo)
(048) Espelage 2013,2015, Sexual Harass...(12mo)
(049) Fekkes 2016, Forced Sexual Behavi...(12mo)
(050) Fekkes 2016, Forced Sexual Behavi...(24mo)
(051) Fernandez-Gonzalez 2020, Online D...(6mo)
(052) Fernandez-Gonzalez 2020, Online D...(12mo)
(053) Fernandez-Gonzalez 2020, Total Da...(6mo)
(054) Fernandez-Gonzalez 2020, Total Da...(12mo)
(055) Fernandez-Gonzalez 2020, Traditio...(6mo)
(056) Fernandez-Gonzalez 2020, Traditio...(12mo)
(057) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Datin...(12mo)
(058) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Physi...(12mo)
(059) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Psych...(12mo)
(060) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sexua...(12mo)
(061) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Physi...(48mo)
(062) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Psych...(48mo)
(063) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Serio...(48mo)
(064) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sexua...(48mo)
(065) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Moder...(1mo)
(066) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Moder...(12mo)
(067) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Moder...(24mo)
(068) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Moder...(36mo)
(069) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Psych...(1mo)
(070) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Psych...(12mo)
(071) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Psych...(24mo)
(072) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Psych...(36mo)
(073) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sever...(1mo)
(074) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sever...(12mo)
(075) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sever...(24mo)
(076) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sever...(36mo)
(077) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sexua...(1mo)
(078) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sexua...(12mo)
(079) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sexua...(24mo)
(080) Foshee 1998,2000,2004,2005, Sexua...(36mo)
(081) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Physical &...(0.25mo)
(082) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Physical &...(0.25mo)
(083) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Physical & ...(3mo)
(084) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Physical & ...(3mo)
(085) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Physical & ...(12mo)
(086) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Physical & ...(12mo)
(087) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Psychologi...(0.25mo)
(088) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Psychologi...(0.25mo)

-0.092
-0.092
-0.090
-0.093
-0.091
-0.092
-0.121
-0.062
-0.091
-0.085
-0.094
-0.091
-0.095
-0.093
-0.092
-0.092
-0.092
-0.092
-0.092
-0.092
-0.092
-0.092
-0.091
-0.091
-0.091
-0.091
-0.091
-0.092
-0.092
-0.092
-0.091
-0.091
-0.091
-0.091
-0.091
-0.091
-0.091
-0.091
-0.090
-0.093
-0.091
-0.093
-0.092
-0.092
-0.091
-0.093

0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.091
0.118
0.101
0.101
0.102
0.101
0.102
0.102
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.102
0.101
0.102
0.101
0.101
0.101
0.102

-0.907
-0.905
-0.887
-0.913
-0.894
-0.912
-1.328
-0.526
-0.899
-0.848
-0.919
-0.895
-0.935
-0.918
-0.909
-0.909
-0.909
-0.909
-0.905
-0.905
-0.906
-0.907
-0.901
-0.900
-0.901
-0.902
-0.901
-0.902
-0.903
-0.903
-0.901
-0.899
-0.899
-0.901
-0.901
-0.900
-0.902
-0.901
-0.890
-0.913
-0.896
-0.913
-0.903
-0.904
-0.896
-0.911

0.374
0.375
0.384
0.370
0.381
0.371
0.197
0.604
0.378
0.405
0.367
0.380
0.360
0.368
0.373
0.373
0.373
0.373
0.375
0.375
0.375
0.374
0.377
0.378
0.377
0.377
0.377
0.376
0.376
0.376
0.377
0.378
0.378
0.377
0.377
0.377
0.377
0.377
0.383
0.371
0.379
0.371
0.376
0.375
0.379
0.372
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(089) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Psychologic...(3mo)
(090) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Psychologic...(3mo)
(091) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Psychologic...(12mo)
(092) Gonzalez-Guarda 2015, Psychologic...(12mo)
(093) Levesque 2016, Emotional Dating V...(6mo)
(094) Levesque 2016, Emotional Dating V...(12mo)
(095) Levesque 2016, Physical Dating Vi...(6mo)
(096) Levesque 2016, Physical Dating Vi...(12mo)
(097) Lijster 2016, Sexual Harassment...(6mo)
(098) Mathews 2016, Intimate Partner Vi...(6mo)
(099) Mathews 2016, Intimate Partner Vi...(12mo)
(100) Meiksin 2020, Dating & Relationsh...(12mo)
(101) Meiksin 2020, Dating & Relationsh...(12mo)
(102) Meiksin 2020, Physical Dating Vio...(12mo)
(103) Meiksin 2020, Psychological Datin...(12mo)
(104) Miller 2015, Electronic Dating Vi...(6mo)
(105) Miller 2015, Electronic Dating Vi...(18mo)
(106) Miller 2015, Physical Dating Viol...(6mo)
(107) Miller 2015, Physical Dating Viol...(18mo)
(108) Miller 2015, Psychological Dating...(6mo)
(109) Miller 2015, Psychological Dating...(18mo)
(110) Munoz-Fernandez 2019, Moderate P...(6mo)
(111) Munoz-Fernandez 2019, Moderate P...(12mo)
(112) Munoz-Fernandez 2019, Severe Phys...(6mo)
(113) Munoz-Fernandez 2019, Severe Phys...(12mo)
(114) Munoz-Fernandez 2019, Sexual Dati...(6mo)
(115) Munoz-Fernandez 2019, Sexual Dati...(12mo)
(116) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(4mo)
(117) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(4mo)
(118) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(4mo)
(119) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(4mo)
(120) Niolon 2019, Dating Violence...(12mo)
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APPENDIX 1I: META-ANALYSIS SUPPLEMENTAL FIGURES
Figure Supp1.
Forest plot for student helping behaviors
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Figure Supp2.
Forest plot for student helping intentions
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Figure Supp3.
Forest plot for student perpetration behaviors
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Figure Supp4.
Forest plot for student perpetration intentions
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Figure Supp5.
Forest plot for student victimization experiences
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APPENDIX 2A: PAPER 2 IRB APPROVAL LETTER
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APPENDIX 2B: INTERVIEW QUESTION GUIDE
Block 1: Hello & Preamble
•

Hello, I’m Drew, would you like me to review the study consent form before we
start the interview?

•

Ideally this feels more like a conversation, albeit you’ll be talking more than me!

•

I will start the recording now if that’s alright?

Block 2: Introductions (verify pre-survey information)
1. You’ve been teaching at INSERTSCHOOL for about INSERTYEARS, correct?
2. And you teach INSERTTEACHINGROLESANDTOPICS
3. You listed INSERTDEGREESANDTRAININGS
Do you remember if those trainings were things you sought out or were brought in by
your school?
a. (ask for explanation if any things listed are unfamiliar)

Block 3: Pre-Covid Baseline
•

Before we talk about life right now and what’s going on in school right now, I
thought we could start thinking about last fall, before any social distancing or
pandemic-related issues.

b. Can you describe a typical school day for you last Fall?
i. How much of the day was interacting with students? Parents? Other staff?
ii. Did you see the same group of students every day?
Block 4: Immediate Covid Response
4. Thinking about last Spring, and all the different changes it might have brought to
your school, can you walk me through a typical school day for you after those
changes?
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a. Walk me through that rapid change/shift of things last Spring in terms of your
school/work?
5. What were the different ways that you communicated with students in your classes?
a. (probe) How were you interacting with students synchronously or ‘live”?
b. (probe) How were you interacting with students via email and messages?
6. Would students reach out to talk about things other than schoolwork? Like what?
a. Did students reach out to you for support about anxiety or stress?
b. Did you feel responsible for helping students deal with this?
Block 5: Long-Term Covid Response
7. So that brings us to this Fall and right now. What does a typical day look like for
you now in the INSERTHYBRIDREMOTEINPERSONTYPE that you are doing?
8. What are the different ways that you communicated with students in your classes?
a. (probe) How have you been interacting with students synchronously or ‘live”?
b. (probe) How have you been interacting with students via email and messages?
9. Do students reach out to talk about things other than schoolwork? Like what?
a. Do students reach out to you for support about anxiety or stress?
b. Do you feel responsible for helping students deal with this?
10. How are YOU feeling with all these changes?
a. Did you receive or do any trainings in the past months to help you pivot your
classroom and teaching to these changes?
b. (if yes) Can you describe those trainings? Were they helpful?
11. How are your STUDENTS doing with all these changes?
a. (probe) With social distancing measures, wearing masks, not being around
friends?
b. (probe) Doing work mostly online?
c. (probe) How are students handling this shift in teaching/learning?
i. (probe) Are some excelling, others struggling, some coasting, etc.?
12. How do you think PARENTS are doing with all these changes?
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Block 6: Youth Violence
13. (only use if no natural segue was provided in earlier answers)
When everyone was learning in-person pre-COVID, would you have to deal
with disruptive behavior among students that often?
a. How would you respond?
Part 6A: Bullying
14. Would you consider some of those behaviors you described to be bullying?
a. What would those kinds of behaviors look like, in your own words?
b. Are there expectations for teachers about identifying, or responding, or
reporting bullying?
15. What are some ways that you or other teachers have responded to bullying?
a. (probe) What were the outcomes to those ways of responding?
b. (probe) Are there certain barriers or obstacles that make it difficult to
intervene in bullying situations?
c. (probe) Have you ever received training or done in-service, professional
development, etc. that focused on bullying? (If yes, please describe)
d. (probe) Do you feel it is part of your job/responsibility to address bullying
among students?
e. (probe) How do you find out about bullying incidents?

Part 6B: Cyberbullying
16. Do those sorts of behaviors between students happen online?
a. What would those kinds of behaviors look like, in your own words?
b. (probe) Does your school have a cyberbullying policy? (yes/no)
c. (probe) Are there expectations for teachers about identifying, or responding,
or reporting cyberbullying?
17. What are some ways that you or other teachers have responded to cyberbullying?
a. (probe) What were the outcomes to those ways of responding?
b. (probe) Are there certain barriers or obstacles that make it difficult to
intervene in cyberbullying situations?
c. (probe) Have you ever received training or done in-service, professional
development, etc. that focused on cyberbullying? (If yes, please describe)
d. (probe) Do you feel it is part of your job/responsibility to address
cyberbullying among students?
e. (probe) How do you find out about cyberbullying incidents?
18. In the pre-survey you mentioned INSERTSOMEORALL students use devices provided
by the school for remote learning [skip this question if they answered “none”].
a. (probe) Do students use these devices to harass or bully each other?
227

b. (probe) Do you know if there is any kind of monitoring of devices and/or the
activities that students do on the devices?
c. (probe) Do you have any role in monitoring how students use school-provided
devices?
d. [if applicable] (probe) What kinds of behaviors or issues does monitoring look
for?
e. Do you think these monitoring efforts are effective?

Part 6C: Gender & Sexual Orientation
19. Have there ever been situations at your school where students would bully or harass
one another because of their gender or sexual orientation?
a. (probe) What would those situations look like?
20. What are some ways you or other teachers have responded in these kinds of situations
where students have bullied other students because of their gender or sexual
orientation?
a. (probe) What were the outcomes to those ways of responding?
b. (probe) Are there certain barriers or obstacles that make it difficult to
intervene in these types of situations?
c. (probe) Have you ever received training or done in-service, professional
development, etc. that focused on issues relating to gender or orientation?
d. (probe) Do you feel it is part of your job/responsibility to address this sort of
bullying among students?
e. (probe) How do you find out about these kinds of incidents?
21. Have you ever seen or heard (from a parent, another teacher, or students) of this kind
harassment happening online or in online school spaces between students (like a
virtual classroom or social media)?
a. (probe) What do those situations look like?
b. (probe) What are some ways teachers respond to this?
c. (probe) What were the outcomes to those ways of responding?
d. (probe) Have you ever received training or done in-service, professional
development, etc. that focused on issues relating to gender or orientation?
e. [behavior specific questions to use if the participant responds they are unsure
what this kind of situation would look like]
i. Has one student ever impersonated another student online, in order to
make fun of them or play a joke on them?
ii. Have students ever outed another student’s sexual orientation (i.e.
posting that another student is queer, who had not previously shared
their sexual orientation with friends or family)?
iii. Do situations involving revenge pornography occur among your
students? That is, a situation where one student either threatened to or
did share naked or embarrassing pictures of another student – without
their consent?
iv. Have students ever used location tracking in order to cyberstalk or
harass another student, cause them anxiety, etc.?
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Part 6D: Identity- & Stigma-Based
22. Have there ever been situations at your school where students would harass or make
fun of one another because of their race or ethnicity?
a. (probe) What do those situations look like?
23. Have there ever been situations at your school where students would harass or make
fun of one another because of their religion?
a. (probe) What do those situations look like?
24. Have there ever been situations at your school where students would harass or make
fun of one another because of disabilities or mental health?
a. (probe) What do those situations look like?

Block 7: Impact of COVID-19 on AIV & Miscellaneous
•

I know we’ve been talking for a bit and I just have one last short topic, really
more of a review of some of the things we’ve already been talking about.

25. Do you feel your perception of students’ bullying and cyberbullying has been
impacted by the changes caused by social distancing/COVID-19?
f. (probe) What are some ways, if any, your perceptions have changed?
g. (probe) Do you feel better or worse able to identify bullying among
students?/Why?
h. (probe) Do you feel more or less comfortable responding to bullying
now?/Why?
26. Is there anything else that you’d like to share about education or covid or your
students before we finish?
27. Are there any other questions you thought I would ask or topics you want to talk
about?
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